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Chapter 1 – Introduction 
 
Introduction The	  Durand	  Line	  -­‐	  the	  internationally	  recognised	  border	  between	  Afghanistan	  and	  Pakistan	  -­‐	  has	  since	  its	  creation	  in	  1893	  been	  heavily	  disputed	  and	  contested	  (Giunchi	  2013:	  25).	  In	  particular	  the	  Afghan	  government	  and	  the	  ethnic	  Pashtun	  -­‐	  who	  have	  been	  divided	  by	  the	  border	   -­‐	   have	  disputed	   the	   legitimacy	   and	   validity	   of	   the	  border,	   thus	   creating	   a	   conflict	  prone	   relationship	   between	   Pakistan	   and	   Afghanistan	   (Khan	   &	   Wagner	   2013:	   19).	   The	  dispute	   over	   the	   border	   has	   left	   “the	   Durand	   Line	   and	   the	   border	   region	   between	  Afghanistan	  and	  Pakistan…[as]	  the	  epicenter	  of	  political	  and	  military	  conflicts	  in	  the	  region	  and	  beyond.”	  (Mahmud	  2011:	  3). This	   study	   sets	   out	   to	   investigate	   the	   complexity	   of	   borders,	   taking	   a	   case	   study	   of	   the	  Durand	  Line	  and	  the	  perplexing	  paradox	  that	  seems	  to	  exist	  between	  the,	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  internationally	   recognised	   border,	   and	   on	   the	   other,	   the	   locally	   contested	   border	  separating	  the	  ethnic	  Pashtun.	  	  	  	  	   
 Mahmud	  argues	  in	  a	  recent	  study	  that	  “the	  Afghan	  war,	  like	  many	  of	  today’s	  international	  conflicts,	   is	   rooted	   in	   contested	   borders	   that	   have	   not	   stood	   the	   test	   of	   time.”	   (2011:	   5).	  Elaborating	  further	  on	  the	  matter	  he	  argues,	  “[o]ften,	  contemporary	  ills	  have	  their	  roots	  in	  past	   policies	   and	   actions.”	   (Mahmud	   2011:5).	   Mahmud	   thus	   draws	   attention	   to	   the	  historical	   creation	   of	   the	   border	   as	   a	   root	   cause	   for	   contemporary	   unrest,	   which	   in	   his	  reading	  of	  history	   is	   translated	   into	  an	  unjust	  boundary	   imposed	  upon	   the	  Pashtuns	  and	  Afghans	  by	  colonial	  Britain	  (2011).	  	   However,	  as	  this	  study	  will	  argue,	  several	  different	  narratives	  exist	  of	  the	  how	  the	  Durand	  Line	  was	  established	  (e.g.	  Mahmud	  2011;	  Mishra	  2008;	  Guinchi	  2013;	  Omrani	  &	  Ledwidge	  2010;	   Dupree	   1978).	   Furthermore,	   Giunchi	   argues	   that	   the	   case	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line	  	  
4 
“[s]urprisingly…	  has	  not	  been	  the	  subject	  of	  extensive	  research.”	  (2013:	  25),	  and	  moreover,	  that	   the	   origin	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line	   is	   “one	   of	   the	   most	   under-­‐researched	   aspects	   of	   the	  dispute.”	  (ibid.). 
 Consequently,	   this	  study	  will	   take	  a	  different	  approach	   to	   the	   investigation	  of	   the	   lacking	  coherence	  between	  the	  different	  views	  of	  the	  validity	  of	  the	  border.	  Building	  heavily	  on	  the	  insights	   of	   Chris	   Rumford’s	   (2014)	   cosmopolitan	   border	   framework,	   this	   study	   analyses	  the	  understanding	  of	   the	  Durand	  Line	   seen	   from	   the	  border	   (i.e.	   the	  people	   living	  on	   the	  Durand	  Line)	  in	  the	  light	  of	  the	  broader	  border-­‐literature,	  which	  traditionally	  looks	  at	  the	  border.	   This	   is	   built	   through	   a	   cosmopolitan	   framework,	   which	   captures	   two	   different	  perspectives	   -­‐	   namely,	   an	   interstate	   and	   local	   population	   level	   in	   order	   to	   view	   and	  understand	  the	  border.	  Furthermore,	  in	  order	  to	  reach	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  interstate	  and	   local	   population	   levels,	   the	   indicators	   from	   the	   cosmopolitan	   framework	   are	   seen	  through	  the	  lenses	  of	  the	  three	  concepts;	  legitimacy,	  injustice,	  and	  sense	  of	  belonging.	  This	  study	   builds	   around	   a	   hypothesis	   which	   states	   that	   a	   lack	   of	   coherence	   between	   the	  perception	  of	  a	  border	  at	   the	  different	   levels	   -­‐	  or	  a	   clash	  between	   the	   levels	   -­‐	   is	   likely	   to	  create	  conflict,	  by	  affecting	   legitimacy,	   justice	  and	  sense	  of	  belonging.	  This	  problematic	   is	  investigated	  through	  a	  single	  case	  study	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line,	  which	  detects	  the	  perception	  and	   meaning	   of	   borders	   from	   interstate	   and	   local	   population	   levels.	   Consequently,	   the	  following	  research	  question	  is	  investigated:	  
 
How	  is	  the	  Durand	  Line	  perceived	  from	  both	  an	  interstate	  and	  local	  population	  level,	  
and	   to	  what	   extent	   does	   the	   relationship	   between	   the	   perceptions	   create	   conflict	   by	  
affecting	  legitimacy,	  justice	  and	  sense	  of	  belonging? 
 
Clarification of concepts 
Legitimacy:	  In	  this	  study	  “legitimacy	  is	  not	  a	  one	  time	  event	  …,	  but	  a	  continuous	  process	  by	  deepening	   and	   broadening	   the	   rights	   and	   obligations	   of	   citizenship”	   (Ghani	   &	   Lockhart	  2009:	   117).	   Therefore,	   border	   legitimacy	   in	   this	   project	   is	   two	   dimensional	   –	   namely,	  legitimacy	   from	  above	  and	   from	  below.	  The	   legitimacy	   from	  above	   includes	   international	  and	  state	  levels’	  interactions,	  such	  as	  treaties,	  norms	  and	  agreements,	  while	  the	  legitimacy	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from	   below	   takes	   the	   local	   population's	   view	   on	   the	   legitimacy	   of	   a	   border	   into	  consideration. 
 
Justice/injustice:	   Like	   with	   legitimacy,	   justice	   in	   this	   study	   is	   understood	   as	   two	  dimensional	   -­‐	   namely,	   as	   working	   from	   above	   as	   well	   as	   below.	   From	   above	   -­‐	   or	   the	  interstate	  level	  -­‐	  	  justice	  of	  borders	  are	  closely	  connected	  to	  the	  legitimacy	  of	  a	  border.	  As	  a	  border,	   from	   this	   perspective,	   is	   legitimate	  when	   grounded	   in	   internationally	   recognised	  and	  institutionalised	  norms	  and	  treaties,	  the	  border	  is	  also	  just.	  However,	  the	  perception	  of	  justice	  from	  below	  has	  a	  subjective	  nature,	  which	  is	  socially	  shared	  amongst	  the	  locals	  as	  a	  result	  of	  different	  events	  that	  have	  led	  to	  a	  certain	  perception	  of	  justice	  (Mikula	  2001).	  This	  perception	   and	   feeling	   have	   risen	   from	   the	   local	   populations	   as	   the	   consequence	   of	   a	  border	  being	  drawn	  without	   their	   consensus.	   Injustice	   thus	   refers	   to	   the	   feeling	  of	  being	  deprived	  of	  basic	  human	  rights.	   It	  entails	   for	   instance	   the	  perception	   that	   the	  border	  has	  created	   a	   divide	   amongst	   local	   populations,	   blocks	   them	   from	   visiting	   relatives,	   and	  prevents	  the	  locals	  from	  practicing	  their	  nomadic	  tradition. 
 
Sense	   of	   belonging:	   In	   this	   study	   we	   understand	   sense	   of	   belonging	   as	   the	   local	  population’s	  perception	  of	  belonging	  to	  a	  place,	  tribe,	  ethnicity	  and/or	  idea.	  This	  sense	  of	  belonging	   is	   “produced	   through	   complex	   networks	   of	   global/national/local	   associations	  between	  people,	   nonhuman,	   animals,	   places	   events,	   and	   things.	  Acknowledgement	   of	   the	  interplay	   between	   all	   these	   facets	   evokes	   a	   new	   conception	   of	   belonging”	   (Taylor	   2009:	  298).	  These	  complex	  networks	  of	  belonging	  can	  transcend	  and	  cut	  across	  institutionalised	  boundaries,	  such	  as	  nation-­‐state	  borders. 
 
Project outline Having	   introduced	   the	  main	   objective(s)	   of	   the	   study	   above,	   a	   short	   outline	   of	   how	   this	  research	  will	  be	  conducted	  follows. The	  following	  chapter,	  chapter	  2,	  will	  provide	  an	  overview	  of	  the	  historical	  background	  of	  the	   case.	   It	  will	   thus	   introduce	   the	   context	   in	  which	   the	   study	   is	   conducted.	  Chapter	   3	   is	  dedicated	   to	   the	   theoretical	   and	   analytical	   framework	   of	   the	   study.	   The	   framework	   is	  divided	  into	  two	  main	  parts	  –	  an	  interstate	  and	  local	  population	  -­‐	  of	  which	  the	  former	  is	  a	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conceptualisation	   of	   the	   conventional	   understanding	   of	   borders	   from	   the	   perspective	   of	  states	   and	   the	   international	   society.	   It	   centers	   largely	   around	   the	   norms	   of	   territorial	  integrity	  and	  sovereignty.	  This	   interstate	  perspective,	  however,	   is	  not	  seen	  as	  a	  sufficient	  understanding	  of	  what	   the	   function	  of	  borders	  entails,	   as	  borders	  are	  more	  complex	  and	  'messy'	   than	   the	   interstate	   perspective	   can	   grasp.	   Consequently,	   a	   local	   population	  perspective	   follows	   the	   interstate.	   The	   local	   population	   perspective	   is	   built	   around	  Rumford’s	  (2014)	  cosmopolitan	  view	  of	  borders	  and	  their	  functions.	  In	  close	  conjunction	  to	  the	  local	  population	  level	  framework,	  the	  analytical	  dimensions	  of	  the	  study	  are	  developed	  and	  introduced.	  Chapter	  4	  introduces	  the	  study’s	  ontology,	  epistemology,	  methodology,	  and	  methods.	   Furthermore,	   the	   consequences	   of	   those	   choices	   made	   are	   discussed	   and	  elaborated	  on	  -­‐	  pointing	  out	  strengths	  and	  weaknesses.	  Empirical	  findings	  and	  analysis	  are	  presented	   in	   chapter	   5,	   and	   are	   built	   around	   the	   interviewees’	   perception	   of	   the	  Durand	  Line	   understood	   through	   the	   perspective	   of	   our	   analytical	   framework.	   The	   perceived	  understandings	  will	  together	  with	  the	  insights	  gained	  from	  the	  secondary	  data	  be	  used	  in	  order	   to	   shed	   light	   on	   the	   understanding	   of	   the	   interstate	   and	   local	   population	  perspectives.	  This	  is	  followed	  by	  a	  discussion	  on	  to	  which	  extent	  these	  two	  perspectives	  are	  conflicting.	  Finally,	  Chapter	  6	  will	  sum	  up	  the	  study’s	  main	  findings	  and	  draw	  a	  conclusion	  on	  the	  study	  as	  well	  as	  point	  out	  possible	  further	  research	  agendas	  risen	  from	  this	  study. 
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Chapter 2 - Context  
 This	  chapter	  sets	  out	  to	  introduce	  and	  discuss	  the	  context	  and	  background	  surrounding	  the	  Durand	  Line	  and	  the	  disputes	  that	  almost	  have	  become	  characteristics	  of	  the	  border.	  The	  chapter	   falls	   in	   two	   main	   parts;	   one	   concerning	   the	   historical	   events	   leading	   to	   the	  demarcation	  of	   the	  border	   in	  1893,	  and	  another	  concerning	  contemporary	  developments	  following	  the	  9/11	  2001	  terror	  attacks	  on	  the	  US.	  	  	  	   
 According	   to	   Gadamer	   and	   the	   interpretivist	   tradition,	   understanding	   and	   interpreting	   a	  matter	   emerges	   from	  preconceived	   understandings	   or	   prejudices	   of	   the	  matter	   (Olsen	  &	  Pedersen	   2011b:	   160-­‐61)1.	   These	   are	   a	   precondition	   for	   a	   further	   and	   more	   complex	  interpretation	  of	  the	  matter.	  This	  seen	  as	  a	   ‘dialog’	  between	  prejudices	  and	  matter	  which	  will	   redefine	   former	   prejudices	   -­‐	   or	   rather,	   the	   understanding	   of	   the	   matter	   (Olsen	   &	  Pedersen	   2011b).	   On	   the	   basis	   of	   these	   observations,	  we	   can	   thus	   argue	   that	   the	   actors	  involved	  in	  interpreting	  the	  understanding	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	  -­‐	  whether	  on	  the	  population	  or	  state-­‐level	  -­‐	  makes	  sense	  of	  the	  border	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  their	  prejudices.	  Making	  meaning	  of	  the	  border	  -­‐	  or	  simply	  understanding	  and	  perceiving	  it	  -­‐	  thus	  emerges	  from	  a	  constant	  interaction	  between	  past	  and	  present.	  Accordingly,	  an	  introduction	  to	  the	  historical	  as	  well	  as	   contemporary	   context	   of	   the	  Durand	   Line	   is	   thus	   inevitable	   in	   order	   for	   this	   study	   to	  understand	  and	  discuss	  the	  meaning	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	  for	  the	  key	  actors.	   
 
Historical Context of the Durand Line In	  this	  section	  we	  will	  briefly	  account	  for	  the	  relevant	  historical	  developments	  of	  the	  19th	  and	  20th	  century	  -­‐	  namely,	  the	  British	  Russian	  rivalry,	  the	  creation	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line,	  the	  rise	  of	  Pashtun	  nationalism,	   the	  developments	  during	   the	   cold	  war,	   the	  Afghan	  civil	  war,	  the	  rise	  of	  Taliban,	  and	  lastly	  the	  collapse	  of	  the	  Taliban.	   
 
                                                
1 The	  interpretivist	  stance	  and	  further	  exploration	  of	  the	  epistemological	  stance	  of	  this	  study	  will	  be	  elaborated	  in	  chapter	  4	  -­‐	  Methodology	  and	  Methods. 
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British Russian Rivalry In	   order	   to	   understand	   the	   very	   existence	   of	   the	   Durand	   line	   and	   reasons	   for	   why	   this	  border	  was	  marked,	  it	  is	  essential	  to	  look	  back	  in	  history	  and	  the	  regional	  developments	  of	  the	  19th	  century	  in	  South	  and	  central	  Asia.	  Amongst	  other	  developments	  in	  the	  region,	  the	  ‘great	   game’	   –	   a	   term	   referring	   to	   the	   strategic	   rivalry	   in	   the	   19th	   century	   between	   two	  dominant	   colonial	   powers,	   Britain	   and	   Russia	   -­‐	   is	   significant	   (Griffiths	   2011;	   Hopkirk	  2006).	   “Afghanistan	   as	   a	   political	   unit	   emerged	   as	   a	   buffer-­‐state	   between	   British	   India	   and	   the	  expanding	  Russian	  empire.”	  (Maley	  2009a:	  7).	  Both	  of	  the	  colonial	  powers	  being	  sceptical	  of	  each	  other’s	  moves	  in	  the	  region	  were	  perusing	  strategies,	  in	  order	  to	  achieve	  economic	  gains	  and	  to	  expand	  their	  grip	   in	  central	  Asia	  (Griffiths	  2001).	  However,	   the	  British	  were	  concerned	   with	   their	   security	   in	   India	   and	   Russia’s	   influence	   in	   Afghanistan	   as	   well	  (Hopkirk	   2006).	   “In	   the	   early	   1830s,	   the	  British	   feared	   that	   a	  weak,	  divided	  Afghanistan	  was	  an	  invitation	  to	  Russian	  intervention.”	  (Wahab	  and	  Youngerman	  2007:	  81).	  	  In	  order	  to	  avoid	  Russia's	  influence,	  the	  British	  invaded	  Afghanistan	  three	  times	  from	  periods	  between	  1839	  to	  1919.	  These	  invasions	  entailed	  series	  of	  serious	  battles	  known	  as	  the	  Afghan-­‐Anglo	  wars.	  The	  British-­‐Russian	  rivalry	  did	  not	  only	  include	  military	  invasion	  of	  Afghanistan,	  but	  also	  diplomatic	  means	  and	  games	  to	  ensure	  their	   interests	  were	  safe.	  The	  Durand	  Line	   is	  merely,	  argued	  to	  be,	  if	  not	  the	  only	  result	  of	  the	  great	  game,	  but	  one	  of	  the	  main	  products	  of	  it.	  Furthermore,	  Mahmud	  argues	  that	  “[t]he	  Durand	  Line	  emerged	  as	  an	  instrumentality	  in	  the	  so	  called	  great-­‐game…”	  (2011:	  26).	   In	   the	  19th	  century,	  colonial	  powers	  struggled	  to	  mark	  their	  areas	  of	  control.	  This	  caused	  tensions	   and	   debates	   amongst	   local	   populations	   and	   the	   powers,	   since	   these	   boundaries	  were	  drawn	   in	  areas	  where	   the	   local	  populations	  were	  mostly	  very	  mobile	  and	  nomadic.	  These	  tensions	  had	  risen	  the	  debate	  over	  “territory,	  zones	  of	  influence,	  and	  spatial	  buffer…	  ”	   (ibid.:	   26).	   On	   the	   other	   hand,	   the	   Pashtuns	   armed	   resistance	   against	   any	   surrounding	  rulers	   and	   their	   hostility	   towards	   the	   British	   forces	   shifted	   the	   British	   policies	   towards	  creating	   a	   frontier	   which	   would	   include	   a	   buffer-­‐zone	   between	   Afghanistan	   and	   British	  Indian	  company	  (ibid.:	  33). 
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The creation of the Durand Line  The	  most	   debated	   series	   of	   events	   surrounding	   the	  Durand	  Line	   are	   the	  negotiation,	   the	  actual	   signing	   of	   the	   treaty,	   and	   the	   different	   understandings	   of	   it.	   The	   dissensions	   over	  these	  events	  are	  not	  only	  shared	  amongst	  scholars	  on	  the	  topic,	  but	  also	  amongst	  political	  leaders	   in	   Afghanistan	   and	   Pakistan.	   As	   William	   Maley	   argues	   “[t]he	   degree	   of	   consent	  given	   by	   power	   holders,	   within	   Afghanistan	   to	   the	   processes	   by	   which	   Afghanistan’s	  boundaries	  were	   fixed	   is	  highly	  debatable.”	   (2009a:	  8).	  Different	  narratives	  of	   the	  events	  can	   be	   derived	   from	   the	   literature	   on	   the	   topic,	   which	   will	   be	   briefly	   discussed	   below.	  However,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  mention	  that	  covering	  all	  aspects	  of	  these	  narratives	  is	  beyond	  the	  scope	  of	  this	  section	  and	  requires	  further	  research.	   	   The	  first	  narrative	  indicates	  that	  the	  British	  Indian	  company	  dictated	  or	  enforced	  the	  line	  on	   the	  Amir	   of	  Afghanistan	   and	   that	   he	  played	   little	   or	   no	   role	   in	   the	  negotiations.	  Amir	  Abdul	  Rahman	  Khan	  -­‐	  the	  ruler	  of	  Afghanistan	  at	  the	  time	  -­‐	  tried	  to	  negotiate	  the	  Eastern	  and	   Southern	   borders	   of	   his	   country	  with	   the	  British	   empire	   in	  Britain.	  However,	   as	   the	  discussion	  of	  sovereignty	  of	  the	  country	  arose,	  the	  British	  empire	  refused	  to	  negotiate	  with	  the	  Amir	  and	  enforced	   the	  Durand	  Line	  on	   the	  Amir	   through	   the	  British	   Indian	  company	  (Mahmud	  2011).	  Therefore,	  “…[the	  Durand	  Line]	  was	  agreeably	  enforced	  upon	  the	  Afghan	  ruler	  Abdur	  Rehman	  Khan	   through	  a	   formal	   agreement	  between	  Afghanistan	  and	  British	  India	  on	  12	  November	  1893.”	  (Mishra	  2008:	  107). However,	   Guinchi	   (2013),	   Saikal	   (2006)	   and	   Omrani	   &	   Ledwidge	   (2010)	   argue	   that	   the	  Amir	  was	  well	  aware	  and	  well	  involved	  in	  the	  negotiations.	  The	  fact	  that	  Afghanistan	  was	  firstly,	  not	  a	   colonial	   country	  and	  secondly,	   the	  British	  had	  already	  been	   involved	   in	   two	  wars	  with	   the	   country,	  were	   enough	   to	   have	  made	   the	  British	   include	   the	  Amir	   into	   the	  negotiations.	   “On	   the	   12	   November	   the	   treaty	   was	   signed	   after	   complex	   discussions	  between	   the	   foreign	   secretary	   of	   the	   British	   government	   in	   India	   and	   Abdul	   Rahman...”	  (Guinchi	   2013:	   29).	   These	   arguments	   present	   the	   second	   narrative	   regarding	   the	  negotiations	  of	  the	  treaty	  and	  the	  signing	  of	  it.	  This	  narrative	  includes	  that	  the	  line	  was	  not	  enforced	  on	  the	  Amir,	  but	  the	  British	  only	  had	  the	  upper	  hand	  in	  playing	  their	  diplomatic	  cards	  better	  than	  that	  of	  the	  Amir’s	  (Ibid.).	  	  The	  Amir	  accepted	  the	  border	  and	  signing	  of	  it,	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though	  he	  had	  objections	  and	  was	  not	  satisfied	  with	  the	  division	  of	  Pashtuns	  (Saikal	  2006).	  Finally,	  after	  a	  month	  of	  negotiations,	  “Durand	  and	  the	  Afghan	  Amir	  had	  together	  sketched	  out	  on	  a	  map	  the	  ultimate	  course	  of	  the	  line...”	  (Omrani	  &	  Ledwidge	  2010:	  50). Moreover,	  Dupree	   (1978)	  argues	   that	   the	  Amir	  of	  Afghanistan	  was	   the	   first	  Afghan	   ruler	  who	   innovated	   the	  creation	  of	  a	   state-­‐nation	  or	  central	  government	   in	  a	  very	   tribal	  area.	  This	   innovation	  came	  with	  costs	  of	  splitting	  the	  tribes	   into	  two	  and	  conflicting	  with	  their	  tribal	   laws,	   “the	   villagers	   and	   tribesmen,	  unused	   to	   recognizing	   any	  but	   tribal	   law,	   knew	  little	   about	   the	   initial	   actions	   of	   the	   central	   government...”	   (Dupree	   1978:	   20).	   This	  argument	  represents	  a	  third	  narrative	  of	  the	  events	  surrounding	  the	  creation	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line.	   Whether	  the	  Amir	  of	  Afghanistan	  was	  well	  aware	  of	  what	  he	  was	  signing	  or	  not,	  or	  whether	  he	   was	   well	   involved	   in	   the	   negotiations	   or	   not,	   is	   a	   whole	   different	   scenario	   than	   the	  involvement	  of	  the	  people	  residing	  on	  both	  sides	  of	  the	  line.	  The	  majority	  of	  authors	  on	  the	  topic	  either	  makes	  no	  reference	  to	  or	  shares	  a	  common	  understanding	  that	  the	  people	  on	  both	  sides	  of	  the	  line	  were	  merely	  not	  involved	  in	  any	  of	  the	  negotiations,	  and	  that	  “[t]he	  Afghans	  were	  mere	  spectators…”	  (Griffiths	  2011:	  39). 
 
 Pashtun nationalism and independence The	   issue	  of	  Pashtun	  nationalism	  and	   independence	   in	  particular	  gained	  attention	  during	  the	  1930s	  and	  1940s	  -­‐	  and	  remains	  an	  issue	  of	  great	  importance	  for	  the	  stability	  between	  Afghanistan	  and	  Pakistan.	  Griffiths	  argues,	  while	  stressing	  the	  importance	  of	  the	  issue,	  that	  “[o]nly	  by	  understanding	  the	  intensity	  of	  feeling	  on	  both	  sides	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	  can	  we	  appreciate	   the	   potential	   the	   Pashtunistan	   issue	   has	   to	   deploy	   stability	   in	   the	   two	  neighbouring	  states...”	  (2011:	  30).	  	  	   In	   the	   North	   West	   Frontier	   Province	   (NWFP)	   the	   non-­‐violent	   movement	   Khudai	  Khitmatgar,	  especially	  during	  the	  1930s	  and	  40s,	  became	  the	  leading	  voice	  in	  the	  claim	  for	  Pashtun	  self-­‐determination.	  The	  movement	  founded	  in	  1929	  was	  headed	  by	  Ghaffar	  Khan	  -­‐	  also	  referred	  to	  as	  ‘Frontier	  Gandhi’	  due	  to	  his	  close	  friendship	  with	  Mahatma	  Gandhi	  and	  their	   shared	   strategy	  of	  nonviolence	   (Khan	  &	  Wagner	  2013:	  20).	  The	  Khudai	  Khitmatgar	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movement	   claimed	   the	   Pashtuns’	   right	   to	   self-­‐determination	   and	   hence	   the	   end	   of	   being	  subjects	  to	  the	  colonial	  rule	  of	  the	  British.	  Alongside	  these	  claims	  was	  a	  call	  for	  reformation	  of	  the	  Pashtun	  areas	  based	  on	  a	  modern	  and	  progressive	  interpretation	  of	  religion,	  Pashtun	  culture,	   and	   nonviolence	   (Giunchi	   2013:	   37-­‐38).	   The	   movement	   gained	   broad	   support	  throughout	   basically	   all	   layers	   of	   the	   population,	   however	   lacked	   crucial	   support	   in	   the	  tribal	  areas	  of	  the	  NWFP,	  “...	  as	  its	  agenda	  aroused	  little	  interest	  there...”	  (ibid.:	  38).	  Rather,	  the	   tribal	   areas	  were	   intrigued	   by	   the	   agenda	   of	   the	  Muslim	   League	   and	   their	   claim	   for	  partition	   of	   India	   and	   thus	   the	   creation	   of	   a	  Muslim	   state	   (Pakistan).	   The	   support	   in	   the	  tribal	  areas	   for	   the	  Muslim	  League	   is	  by	  Giunchi	  described	  as	   rather	  opportunistic	   (ibid.:	  39).	  She	  argues,	  building	  on	  Jansson	  (1981),	  that	  the	  tribal	  areas	  were	  concerned	  with	  an	  ‘overrepresentation’	   of	   Hindus	   at	   the	   different	   levels	   and	   positions	   in	   society	   if	   India	  remained	   united	   -­‐	   this,	   they	   feared,	   would	   disfavour	   the	   tribal	   Pashtuns’	   “...	   chances	   of	  promotion	  and	  social	  advance…”	  (Giunchi	  2013:	  39).	  	  	  	   In	   1947	   a	   referendum	   was	   conducted	   in	   the	   NWFP	   where	   the	   Pashtuns	   could	   vote	   on	  whether	  they	  favoured	  joining	  Pakistan	  or	  India.	  The	  British,	  however,	  only	  offered	  these	  two	  options,	   to	   the	  regret	  of	  both	  Ghaffar	  Khan	  and	   the	  Afghan	  government	   -­‐	   the	   former	  consequently	  calling	   for	  a	  boycott	  of	   the	  referendum	  (Griffiths	  2011:	  61).	  Giunchi	  argues,	  that	  the	  British	  deprived	  the	  Pashtuns	  the	  opportunity	  of	  voting	  for	  both	  independence	  as	  well	   as	   belonging	   to	   Afghanistan,	   as	   they	   feared	   this	  might	   result	   in	   ethnic	   instability	   in	  India	   and	   Pakistan,	   as	   well	   as	   an	   opportunity	   for	   the	   Russians	   to	   ‘penetrate’	   the	   region	  (2013:	  41).	   The	   outcome	   of	   the	   referendum,	   which	   was	   conducted	   “...	   on	   a	   very	   narrow	   electoral	  franchise…”(ibid.:	   42),	   turned	   out	   in	   favour	   of	   joining	   Pakistan.	   Similarly,	   in	   Baluchistan	  (another	   province	   with	   a	   Pashtun	   population	   along	   the	   Durand	   Line),	   the	   even	   more	  ‘limited	  electorate’	  likewise	  voted	  in	  favour	  of	  Pakistan	  (ibid.:	  43).	  Consequently,	  Pakistan	  was	   ‘born’	   as	   a	   state	   on	   August	   14th	   1947	   and	   included	   the	   three	   provinces	  with	   large	  Pashtun	  populations	  -­‐	  namely,	  NWFP,	  FATA,	  and	  Baluchistan.	   
 “The	  division	  of	  the	  Pathan	  tribes	  by	  the	  Durand	  Line	  led,	  after	  the	  partition	  of	  the	  Indian	  subcontinent	   in	   1947,	   to	   an	   uneasy	   relationship	   between	   Afghanistan	   and	   Pakistan.”	  (Griffiths	  2011:61).	  Afghanistan	   rejected	   the	   result	  of	   the	   referendum,	  as	   it	   consequently	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meant	   that	   the	   disputed	   areas	   along	   the	   Durand	   Line,	   would	   become	   “...	   legal	   parts	   of	  Pakistan’s	   territory.”	   (Khan	   &	   Wagner	   2013:	   21).	   Afghanistan	   raised	   several	   objections	  challenging	  the	  legitimacy	  and	  the	  validity	  of	  the	  1893	  agreement,	  objections	  very	  similar	  to	  the	  objections	  discussed	  further	  above.	  A	  strong	  emphasis	  from	  the	  Afghan	  government	  was	   given	   to	   the	   argument	   that	   it	   was	   an	   act	   of	   injustice	   to	   deprive	   the	   Pashtuns	   the	  opportunity	  for	  independence	  (Giunchi	  2011:	  42).	  However,	  Khan	  &	  Wagner	  argue,	  that	  the	  “Afghan	  demands	  for	  a	  separate	  state	  of	  Pashtunistan	  have	  seldom	  found	  adequate	  support	  among	  the	  majority	  of	  Pashtuns	  in	  Pakistan.”	  (2013:	  23).	  This	  statement	  can,	  however,	  be	  contested	  and	  seen	  as	  too	  bold	  a	  claim,	  as	  the	  Pashtuns	  in	  the	  Pakistani	  areas	  never	  have	  been	  given	   the	  opportunity	   to	  chose	   independence,	  but	  merely	  been	   faced	  with	  choosing	  between	  joining	  Pakistan	  or	  India.	  However,	  Khan	  &	  Wagner	  does	  hold	  a	  valid	  point,	  when	  they	  emphasise	  the	  differences	  between	  the	  Pashtuns	  on	  either	  side	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	  as	  separating	   the	  Pashtuns	  and	   that	   they	  consequently	  not	  are	   “...	   as	   closely	  united	  as	  often	  perceived	  or	  expressed	  by	  Pashtun	  nationalists	  from	  Afghanistan.”	  (2013:	  24-­‐25).	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   
 
The Cold War - intensifying Afghan-Pakistani tensions  The	  relationship	  between	  Pakistan	  and	  Afghanistan	  during	  the	  Cold	  War	  period	  was	  deeply	  influenced	  by	  the	  bipolar	  international	  system	  following	  World	  War	  II	  (Jackson	  &	  Sørensen	  2013:	  49).	  The	  matter	  is	  highly	  complex	  and	  a	  thorough	  account	  and	  discussion	  are	  beyond	  the	  scope	  of	  this	  section.	  Rather,	  the	  general	   lines	  will	  here	  be	  drawn	  to	  give	  attention	  to	  the	  worsening	  of	  the	  Afghan-­‐Pakistani	  relationship.	  	   
 According	   to	   Siddiqui	  &	  Butt,	   “[t]he	  departure	  of	   the	  British	   from	   the	  Subcontinent	   after	  dividing	   it	   into	   two	   asymmetrical	   states,	   Pakistan	   and	   India,	   and	   Afghanistan’s	   troubled	  relations	   with	   Pakistan	   on	   the	   issues	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line	   and	   Pashtunistan	   produced	  complex	  dynamics	  in	  the	  region.”	  (Siddiqui	  &	  Butt	  2014:	  619).	  Two	  aspects	  of	  this	  will	  here	  be	   emphasised,	   one,	   the	   issues	   over	   the	   Durand	   Line	   and	   Pashtunistan	   after	   1947,	   and	  second,	  the	  consequence	  of	  the	  vacuum	  the	  British	  departure	  created	  in	  the	  context	  of	  the	  Cold	  War.	   After	   the	   consolidation	   of	   the	   Pakistani	   state	   in	   1947,	   the	   relationship	   to	   Afghanistan	  increasingly	  worsened.	  Afghanistan	  kept	  “...raising	  the	  ethnic	  card	  of	  Pashtunistan	  ...”	  (Khan	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&	  Wagner	  2013:	  25),	  and	   	   throughout	   the	  1950s	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	   two	  states	  “...was	  touching	  the	  nadir	  point	  leading	  to	  closure	  of	  transit-­‐trade	  outlet	  to	  Afghanistan	  by	  Pakistan	  and	  attack	  on	  Pakistan’s	  Embassy	  by	  Afghan	  demonstrators	  in	  1955.”	  (Siddiqui	  &	  Butt	  2014:	  621).	  Consequently,	  all	  diplomatic	  relations	  between	  the	  two	  states	  ceased,	  as	  well	  as	  Afghan	  access	  to	  Pakistani	  seaports	  (ibid.).	  	  	  	  	   
 “Pakistan’s	   recourse	   to	   choking	   Afghanistan	   was	   intended	   to	   snub	   Afghanistan	   for	   its	  overarching	  misdemeanors	   across	   the	   Durand	   Line...”	   (ibid.	   621).	   However,	   due	   to	   Cold	  War	   dynamics,	   the	   attempt	   to	   ‘choke’	   Afghanistan	   pushed	   Afghanistan	   -­‐	   to	   the	   regret	   of	  Pakistan	   and	   the	  US	   -­‐	   towards	   increased	   cooperation	  with	   the	   Soviet	   Union	   (ibid.:	   621).	  Afghanistan	  was,	   according	   to	  Siddiqui	   and	  Butt	   (2014),	   left	  with	   little	  other	   choice	   than	  building	   ties	   with	   the	   Soviet,	   due	   to	   two	   developments.	   First,	   the	   increasingly	   tense	  relationship	  with	   Pakistan	   outlined	   above,	   challenged	  Afghanistan	   economically	   as	   trade	  relations	   with	   Pakistan	   ceased	   (ibid.:	   621);	   secondly,	   the	   US	   lacked	   will	   to	   engage	  wholeheartedly	   with	   Afghanistan	   as	   an	   allied	   and	   supplier	   of	   economic	   assistance,	   as	   it	  favoured	  building	  up	  the	  relationship	  with	  Pakistan	  as	  a	  key	  allied	  in	  the	  region	  (ibid.:	  619-­‐620).	   This	   left,	   according	   to	   the	   argument	   of	   Siddiqui	  &	  Butt,	   Afghanistan	  with	   no	   other	  choice	   than	  building	  closer	   ties	  with	   the	  Soviet	  Union	   (ibid.).	  The	  Soviets	  were	  willing	   to	  provide	  economic	  -­‐	  as	  well	  as	  military	  -­‐	  assistance	  and	  support.	   
 When	   the	   Soviet	   Union	   invaded	   Afghanistan,	   the	   US	   ‘promoted’	   Pakistan	   to	   become	   a	  frontline	  state	  and	  an	  highly	  important	  strategic	  ally,	  which	  prompted	  a	  significant	  increase	  in	   economic	   and	  military	   assistance	   (Khan	  &	  Wagner	  2013:	  24-­‐25).	   “The	   ‘frontline	   state’	  status	   conferred	   upon	   Pakistan	   the	   prerogative	   for	   financing,	   training,	   and	   equipping	  Afghan	   Mujahideen	   engaged	   in	   resisting	   the	   Soviet	   military	   presence	   in	   Afghanistan.”	  (Siddiqui	   &	   Butt	   2014:	   627).	   It	   can	   thus	   be	   argued	   that	   the	   developments	   following	   the	  1947	  referendum	  “converted	  Afghanistan	  into	  a	  battlefield	  where	  America,	  with	  the	  help	  of	  Pakistan,	   used	   Afghan	   Mujahideen	   as	   its	   proxies	   to	   give	   the	   Soviets	   the	   dose	   of	   their	  Vietnam.”	  (ibid.:	  627).	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Peace	  talks	  between	  Pakistan,	  Afghanistan	  and	  the	  Soviet	  Union	  started	  in	  1982	  in	  Geneva,	  facilitated	  by	  the	  UN.	  	  In	  1988	  all	  parties	  signed	  the	  Geneva	  Accords.	  However,	  “[a]voiding	  any	   revival	   of	   the	   Pashtunistan	   dispute	   was	   a	   core	   Pakistani	   interest	   as	   Islamabad	  contemplated	   its	   future	   relations	   with	   the	   Afghan	   resistance...”	   (Maley	   2009c:	   57).	  Therefore,	   the	  proxy	  war	   in	  Afghanistan	  continued	  and	  the	  resistance	  that	  brought	  down	  the	   soviet	   backed	   regime	   in	   Kabul	   had	   devastating	   consequences	   for	   Afghanistan.	   The	  collapse	  of	  Najibullah’s	  government	  -­‐	  the	  last	  communist	  president	  of	  Afghanistan	  -­‐	  marked	  the	  start	  of	  a	  bloody	  civil	  war	   in	   the	  country.	  As	   the	  UN	  attempts	   to	  manage	  a	   transition	  failed	   in	   1992,	   the	   Pakistani	   and	   US	   backed	   Mujahideen	   entered	   into	   an	   armed	   power	  struggle	  that	  ended	  only	  when	  the	  Taliban	  took	  power	  in	  1996	  (Maley	  2009c).	  	  	   
 Taliban	   translates	   into	   students	   and	   “...	   students	   of	   this	   sort	   were	   well	   known	   figures	  around	   North-­‐west	   frontier	   and	   in	   Afghanistan.”	   (ibid:182).	   This	   means,	   that	   not	   only	  Mujahideen,	  but	  also	  Taliban	  were	  trained	  and	  raised	  in	  areas	  around	  the	  border	  between	  Afghanistan	  and	  Pakistan.	  Maley	  argues	   that	   the	   strongest	   support	  of	  Taliban	   came	   from	  the	  Pakistani	  government.	  (Maley	  2009d).	  They	  not	  only	  enjoyed	  financial	  support,	  but	  also	  an	   unprecedented	   and	   limitless	   number	   of	   militants	   educated	   in	   Pakistani	   madrasas	  (2009d).	  The	  Taliban	  regime	  were	  well	  in	  power	  until	  the	  9/11	  attacks	  on	  the	  US	  that	  led	  to	  the	  US	  invasion	  of	  Afghanistan	  in	  2002	  (Griffin	  2001).	   
 
Contemporary Context of the Durand Line The	  current	   context	  of	   the	  Durand	  Line	  –	  namely	   from	  2001	   till	  present,	   is	  an	   important	  aspect	  to	  understand	  the	  present	  hostility	  in	  the	  region	  and	  especially	  in	  areas	  around	  the	  line.	  The	  current	  context	  is	  also	  important	  to	  realise	  the	  role	  that	  this	  controversial	  border	  is	   playing	   in	   inflaming	   not	   only	   tensions	   between	   both	   countries,	   but	   also	   the	   rise	   of	  terrorism.	  The	  Afghan-­‐Anglo	  wars	  discussed	  above	  and	   the	   creation	  of	   the	  border	   in	   the	  nineteenth	  century	  are	  considered	  to	  be	  very	   important	   in	  understanding	  the	  conflicts	   in	  the	  area	   today.	  The	   three	  wars	  and	   the	   separation	  of	   the	  ethnic	  Pashtun	   tribes	  have	  had	  effects	  that	  have	  transformed	  the	  current	  conflict	  (Griffith	  2011;	  Khan	  &	  Wagner	  2013).	  For	  many	   authors	   the	   inspiration	  of	   today’s	   fighting	   amongst	   the	   insurgents	   in	   areas	   around	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the	  border,	  come	  from	  the	  British	  military	  campaigns	  in	  the	  19th	  century.	  “Their	  confidence	  that	  foreigners	  could	  not	  impose	  a	  government	  on	  their	  country	  was	  derived	  in	  part	  from	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  great	  world	  power	  of	  the	  nineteenth	  and	  earlier	  twentieth	  centuries	  failed	  three	  times	  in	  such	  an	  attempt.”	  	  (Griffith	  2011:	  30). “…[A]fter	  9/11,	  the	  Durand	  Line	  suddenly	  acquired	  a	  global	  dimension	  due	  to	  the	  War	  on	  Terror.”	  (Khan	  &	  Wagner	  2013:	  19).	  As	  the	  US	  invaded	  Afghanistan	  in	  2002,	  the	  majority	  of	  Taliban	  and	  Al-­‐Qaeda	   fighters	  disappeared	   from	  Afghanistan	  and	  sneaked	   into	  Pakistan’s	  tribal	   areas	   through	   the	   vast	   and	   open	  mountainous	   border	   between	   the	   two	   countries	  (Gall	  2014).	  	  Khalid	  &	  Naveed	  also	  argue,	  that	  “[i]ntervention	  in	  Afghanistan,	  invited	  many	  to	   flee	   to	   the	   areas	   of	  Waziristan,	  where	   they	  were	   settled	   in	  with	   the	   local	   population.”	  (2014:	  569). As	   Gall	   in	   the	   very	   first	   days	   of	   US	   presence	   in	   Afghanistan	   mentions,	   “[a]n	   American	  soldier	  had	  been	  killed…	  the	  first	  US	  Casualty	  in	  Afghanistan	  in	  four	  months,	  and	  Afghans	  were	  telling	  me	  that	  al	  Qaeda	  fighters,	  based	  across	  the	  border	  in	  Pakistan,	  were	  behind	  the	  attack.”	   (2014:	   78).	   	   Later,	   hundreds	   of	   insurgent	   attacks	   including	   suicide	   bombs	   have	  been	  conducted	  on	  both	  sides	  that	  have	  had	  devastating	  civilian	  causalities	  	  (Gall	  2014). Since	   2002,	   Afghan	   and	   Pakistani	   governments	   have	   been	   accusing	   each	   other	   for	  supporting	  insurgency.	  Therefore,	  Pakistan	  has	  tried	  to	  tighten	  the	  border	  between	  the	  two	  countries	  and	  has	  militarily	  been	  involved	  in	  tribal	  areas	  since	  2004	  	  (Saikal	  2006).	  	  Under	  pressure	  from	  the	  US,	  Pakistan	  started	  a	  large	  military	  campaign	  inside	  the	  tribal	  areas	  in	  2004/5,	  as	  a	  result	  of	  which,	   the	   tribal	  areas	   took	  arms	  against	   the	  Pakistan	  government	  (Khan	   &	   Wagner	   2013).	   Mahmud	   argues	   that	   the	   “Afghan	   war,	   like	   many	   of	   today's	  international	  conflicts,	  is	  rooted	  in	  contested	  borders	  that	  have	  not	  stood	  the	  test	  of	  time.”	  (2001:5). The	   2006	   siege	   of	   the	   Red	  Mosque	   in	   Islamabad,	   the	   capital	   of	   Pakistan,	   and	   the	   school	  massacre	  in	  2014,	  were	  other	  major	  turning	  points	  in	  Pakistan’s	  policies	  towards	  the	  tribal	  areas	  of	  Pakistan.	  More	   than	  100	  people	  were	  killed	   in	   the	  Red	  Mosque	   incident	  and	   the	  Pakistani	   capital,	   for	   the	   first	   time	   in	   decades,	   had	   been	   a	   site	   of	   fighting	   and	   insecurity	  (Gall	  2014).	  “There	  were	  people	  inside	  the	  Red	  Mosque	  who	  were	  connected	  to	  al	  Qaeda	  in	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the	   tribal	   areas.”	   (ibid.:68).	   This	   incident	   led	   to	   a	   full	   military	   campaign	   against	   the	  insurgents	   in	   tribal	   areas	   (ibid.).	   Pakistan	   Tehrik	   i	   Taliban	   (TTP)	  massacred	   145	   school	  children	   in	   2014	   (CNN	   2014).	   This	   incident	   led	   to	   an	   even	   stronger	   military	   campaign	  against	   the	   TTP	   in	   tribal	   areas.	   “In	   the	   wake	   of	   Peshawar	   school	   attack,	   army	   launched	  retaliatory	  air	  strikes	  in	  Tirah	  Valley,	  Khyber	  agency	  killing	  57	  terrorists.”	  (Tribune	  	  2014). Afghan	  government	  has	  been	  accusing	  Pakistan	  for	  artillery	  shelling	  of	  provinces	  across	  the	  border	   from	  Pakistan,	  as	  an	  objection	  to	   the	   incidents	   the	  Afghan	  officials	  cancelled	  their	  official	   trip	   to	   Pakistan	   (Reuters	   2013).	   However,	   Pakistan	   claims	   that	   areas	   around	   the	  border	  between	  Afghanistan	  and	  Pakistan	  have	  become	  a	  safe	  haven	  for	  the	  TTP	  fighters,	  who	  are	  supported	  by	  Afghan	  and	  Indian	  intelligence	  agencies	  (ibid). 	   The	  political	  games,	  hostility	   in	  the	  area,	  counter	  terrorism	  operations	  and	  civilian	   losses	  on	   both	   sides	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line,	   are	   present	   phenomena	   that	   are	   being	   discussed	   on	  national	   and	   international	   media.	   However,	   academic	   material	   and	   peer-­‐reviewed	  literature	  on	  the	  subject	  are	  limited,	  as	  the	  recent	  developments	  have	  only	  happened	  in	  the	  last	  two	  years.	  From	  the	  content	  above,	  it	  is	  arguable	  that	  the	  tensions	  on	  both	  sides	  of	  the	  line	  are	  still	  high	  and	  growing.	  Whether	  it	   is	  because	  of	  the	  line	  or	  the	  political	  climate	  in	  the	  area	  requires	  more	  thorough	  studies	  and	  further	  analysis	  of	  the	  situation. 
 
Sub - Conclusion Overall,	  the	  Durand	  Line,	  since	  its	  creation	  until	  the	  present	  moment,	  has	  been	  one	  of	  the	  major	  sites	  of	  disputes	  amongst	  international	  and	  regional	  powers	  involved	  politically	  and	  militarily	  there.	  The	   line	  has	  not	  only	  created	  a	  divide	  amongst	   local	  populations,	  but	  the	  disputes	   over	   it,	   have	   also	   created	   a	   safe	   haven	   for	   armed	  militancy	   and	   terror	   groups.	  Moreover,	   the	   territorial	   claims	   on	   both	   sides	   is	   yet	   to	   be	   solved	   at	   local,	   regional	   or	  international	  levels.	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Chapter 3 - Theoretical and Analytical Framework 
 This	   chapter	   presents	   the	   theoretical	   and	   analytical	   framework,	   which	   will	   be	   used	   to	  understand	  and	  conceptualise	   the	  phenomena	  of	  borders	   in	   this	   study.	  This	  will	  be	  done	  both	  from	  the	  perspective	  of	  the	  state	  and	  the	  international	  system	  -­‐	  looking	  at	  the	  border;	  but	  also	  from	  the	  perspective	  of	  the	  local	  populace	  living	  on	  and	  around	  the	  border	  -­‐	  seeing	  
from	  the	  border. In	  order	  to	  do	  so,	  the	  framework	  has	  been	  divided	  into	  two	  –	  a	  interstate	  perspective	  and	  a	  local	   population	   perspective.	   The	   local	   population/interstate	   framework	   is	   also	   what	  Rumford	   in	   his	   book	   Cosmopolitan	   Borders	   (2014),	   refers	   to	   as	   a	   cosmopolitan	   border.	  These	  borders	  are	  not	  just	  created	  and	  upheld	  by	  a	  single	  actor	  -­‐	  the	  state	  -­‐	  but	  rather	  by	  a	  multiplicity	   of	   actors	   ranging	   from	   the	   individuals,	   to	   institutions,	   to	   states.	   In	   addition,	  borders	  are	  not	  just	  lines	  that	  divide	  territory,	  but	  entails	  a	  more	  complex	  understanding	  in	  which	   borders,	   in	   addition	   to	   having	   a	   multiplicity	   of	   actors,	   also	   have	   a	   multiplicity	   of	  places.	  This	  will	  be	  shown	  later	  in	  this	  chapter.	  Using	  a	  dual	  framework	  like	  this	  will	  enable	  us	  to	  gain	  a	  more	  holistic	  understanding	  of	  borders	  compared	  to	  if	  only	  one	  was	  to	  be	  used.	  These	  two	  perspectives	  or	  levels	  that	  are	  presented	  here	  can	  both	  be	  used	  (individually)	  to	  understand	   borders,	   but	   we	   argue	   that	   both	   is	   necessary	   in	   order	   to	   gain	   an	   holistic	  understanding	  of	  borders	  and	  the	  consequences	  of	  having	  them.	  However,	  it	  does	  not	  come	  without	  complications.	   It	  creates	  a	  complex	  understanding	  in	  which	  even	  defining	  what	  a	  border	  is	  can	  prove	  to	  be	  difficult. The	   international	   community,	   the	   state,	   the	   local	   community,	   and	   the	   individual	   are	   all	  different	  entities	  or	  key	  actors	  with	  different	  objectives.	  Their	  perception	  of	  the	  objective	  of	  the	  border	  will	  depend	  on	  their	  own	  objectives. 
 
Interstate level - Looking at Borders As	  mentioned	   above,	   borders	   can	   be	   perceived	   from	   different	   perspectives	   or	   positions.	  Here,	  in	  this	  section,	  borders	  will	  be	  seen	  from	  ‘above’	  -­‐	  or	  put	  differently	  -­‐	  we	  will	  look	  at	  the	   border.	   This	   perception,	   also	   captured	   in	   Holsti’s	   description	   of	   borders	   as	   “...	   the	  physical	   representation	   of	   territoriality...”	   (2004:	   110),	   is	   the	  most	   common	   perspective	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taken	   to	   understand	   borders	   (Storey	   2012a:	   7).	   This	   is	   the	   understanding	   of	   borders	  largely	   favoured	   by	   conventional	   border	   studies	   and	   found	   in	   international	   norms	   and	  treaties	  concerning	  borders	  and	  territories.	  	   However,	   merely	   looking	   at	   borders	   have	   certain	   implications	   for	   the	   understanding	   of	  borders.	  As	  mentioned,	  borders	  become	   the	   ‘physical	   representation	  of	   territoriality’	  and	  independent	  sovereign	  states	  thus	  become	  the	  main	  actors	  of	  interest	  (Kesby	  2007:	  108).	  Protection	  or	  upholding	  of	  borders	   thus,	   first	  of	  all,	  becomes	  a	  question	  of	  protecting	  the	  sovereignty,	   security,	   and	   existence	   of	   the	   state.	   The	   international	   society	   of	   states	  therefore	   becomes	   preoccupied	   with	   stability	   of	   territories	   –	   in	   other	   words	   upholding	  
status	  quo	  –	  as	   this	   is	  a	  precondition	   for	   the	  survival	  and	  stability	  of	  states	   (Kesby	  2007:	  108).	   The	   stability	   and	   order	   of	   the	   international	   society	   is	   of	   great	   importance	   for	   the	  society	   of	   states,	   as	   the	   interdependence	   and	   interaction	   in	   for	   instance	   economy	   trade,	  largely	  depends	  and	  rests	  on	  stability. 
 A	  key	  concept	  in	  upholding	  of	  status	  quo	  is	  the	  so-­‐called	  ‘territorial	  integrity	  norm’,	  which	  basically	  imposes	  a	  duty	  on	  states	  to	  refrain	  from	  violating	  the	  territorial	  integrity	  of	  other	  states	   (Kesby	   2007:	   108).	   This	   norm	   is	   now	   ratified	   and	   institutionalised	   in	   several	  international	  agreements	  and	  treaties,	  and	  the	  legitimacy	  of	  borders	  is	  closely	  connected	  to	  this	  norm	  –	  however,	  this	  has	  not	  always	  been	  the	  case	  (Holsti	  2004;	  Zacher	  2001).	  In	  fact,	  the	  institutionalisation	  of	  the	  territorial	  integrity	  norm	  in	  international	  politics	  has	  been	  a	  long	  –	  and	  not	  always	  linear	  –	  development	  which	  only	  really	  gained	  grounds	  after	  World	  War	  II.	  The	  development	  of	  the	  norm	  is	  closely	  linked	  to	  the	  development	  of	  statehood	  and	  states,	   as	  Holsti	   (2004)	   and	  Zacher	   (2001)	   also	   strongly	   emphasise.	   Furthermore,	   Storey	  claims	   -­‐	   building	   on	   arguments	   of	   Robert	   Sack	   -­‐	   that	   territories	   and	   borders	   are	   human	  constructs	   or	   creations	   developed	   under	   certain	   circumstances	   and	   conditions.	   They	   are	  produced	  to	  fulfill	  certain	  interests	  and	  therefore	  have	  political	  goals	  and	  purposes	  (Storey	  2012b:	   20).	   Consequently,	   the	   understanding	   or	   meaning	   of	   borders	   and	   territory	   is	  dynamic	   and	   redefinitions	   to	   cope	   with	   new	   developments	   or	   challenges	   are	   possible.	  Tracing	   the	   historical	   development	   of	   the	   territorial	   integrity	   norm	   can	   help	   shed	   some	  light	  on	  how	  territoriality	  and	  norms	  concerning	  border	  relations	  are	  a	  product	  of	  human	  developments	  in	  certain	  historical	  times.	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Historical development of the Territorial Integrity Norm Zacher	  dates	  the	  “birth	  of	  the	  modern	  interstate	  system”	  to	  the	  1648	  Peace	  of	  Westphalia,	  or	   at	   least	   developments	   emerging	   around	   that	   period	   in	   time	   (2001:	   216).	   Previously,	  nation-­‐state	   borders	   as	   we	   know	   them	   today	   did	   not	   exist	   and	   territory	   was	   not	   fixed.	  Rather,	   the	   limits	   between	   different	   empires	   were	   better	   described	   as	   ‘floating	   zones’	  (Holsti	  2004:	  73).	  This	  thought,	  which	  from	  the	  contemporary	  understanding	  of	  states	  and	  territory,	  is	  difficult	  to	  grasp	  is	  similarly	  present	  on	  maps	  dating	  back	  to	  the	  17th	  century.	  Borders	  on	  these	  old	  maps	  are	  not	  depicted	  (Ibid.:	  75),	  which	  indicates	  a	  very	  different	  and	  less	   important	   role	   of	   territory	   and	   borders	   in	   the	   self-­‐understanding	   of	   empires	   and	  kingdoms.	   Furthermore,	   empires	   and	   territories	   held	   by	   certain	   kings	   and	   rulers	   often	  contained	   several	   smaller	   areas	   (or	  kingdoms)	  under	   the	   jurisdiction	  of	   local	   rulers.	  The	  Kingdom	   of	   France,	   for	   instance,	   existed	   as	   a	   “...	   legal	   entity,	   but	   it	   was	   not	   a	   unified,	  territorial	  whole”	  (ibid.:	  76),	  as	  several	  small	  areas	  were	  under	  jurisdiction	  of	  local	  rulers.	  	   
 When	  Zacher	  dates	  the	  birth	  of	  the	  modern	  state	  system,	  and	  thus	  the	  early	  demarcation	  of	  borders,	  to	  the	  time	  period	  around	  the	  1648	  Peace	  of	  Westphalia	  (2001:	  216),	  this	  has	  to	  do	  with	   the	   developments	   in	   the	   political	   landscape	   in	   Europe	   of	   that	   time.	   The	   rule	   in	  Europe	  of	  the	  pope	  and	  the	  Holy	  Roman	  Emperor	  gradually	  dissolved	  throughout	  the	  16th	  and	   17th	   centuries,	   leading	   to	   the	   rise	   of	   independent	   states.	   These	   were	   ruled	   by	   a	  sovereign,	   that	   now	   claimed	   authority	   over	   specific	   and	   delimited	   geographical	   areas.	  Consequently,	   this	   resulted	   in	   the	   abolishment	   of	   the	   previously	   accepted	   local	   rulers	  (Holsti	   2004:	   78-­‐79).	   According	   to	   Zacher	   the	   change	   was	   accompanied	   by	   a	   new	  understanding	   that	   saw	   territory	   as	   “...	   the	  main	   factor	   that	  determined	   the	   security	   and	  wealth	   of	   states,	   and	   thus	   the	   protection	   and	   acquisition	   of	   territory	   were	   prime	  motivations	   of	   foreign	   policy.”	   (2001:	   217).	   As	   a	   consequence	   almost	   all	   wars	   (80%)	  between	   1648	   and	   1940	   concerned	   territorial	   disputes	   and	   led	   to	   revision	   of	   territory	  (Holsti	  2004:	  92).	  Territory	  and	  borders	  were	  thus	  not	   fixed	  and	  were	   in	  the	  early	  phase	  after	   1648	   largely	   understood	   as	   the	   possession	   of	   the	   sovereign	   and	   not	   the	   people	  residing	  in	  the	  territory.	  This,	  however,	  slowly	  changed	  with	  the	  rise	  of	  nationalism	  and	  an	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emerging	  focus	  on	  citizenship	  in	  the	  19th	  century.	  A	  link	  occurred	  between	  ‘a	  people’	  and	  ‘a	  territory’,	  which	  “...	   led	  to	  a	  whole	  new	  set	  of	  practices	   in	   international	  relations.”	   (Holsti	  2004:	  88)	  These	  included	  for	  instance	  passports,	  border	  control	  and	  with	  that	  an	  emerging	  norm	  of	   territorial	   integrity.	   The	   rise	   of	   citizenship	   “...	   provided	   rights	   and	   liberties	   only	  within	  the	  territorial	  bounds	  of	  the	  state...”	  (ibid.:	  89),	  which	  provided	  even	  more	  attention	  to	  a	  clear	  demarcation	  and	  upholding	  of	  territorial	  borders.	  Developments	  was	  thus	  leading	  towards	  more	  and	  more	  demarcated	  states,	  and	  liberal	  ideas	  about	  self-­‐determination	  and	  self-­‐governing	   paved	   the	   way	   for	   an	   increasing	   support	   for	   a	   norm	   respecting	   state’s	  territorial	   integrity	   (Zacher	   2001:	   239).	   The	   emerging	   norm	   of	   territorial	   integrity	   is	  present	  in	  several	  multilateral	  treaties	  and	  declarations	  following	  World	  War	  I	  -­‐	  however,	  the	  norm	  was	  not	  yet	  fully	  institutionalised,	  and	  the	  “...	  maintaining	  of	  the	  territorial	  status	  quo	  during	  the	  interwar	  decades	  were	  not	  as	  strong	  as	  many	  leaders	  hoped.”	  (ibid.:	  220). 
 Post	   World	   War	   II	   the	   international	   system	   has	   witnessed	   a	   strong	   decline	   in	   the	  percentage	  of	  wars	  related	  to	  territorial	  revisionism	  -­‐	  declining	  from	  80%	  before	  1940	  to	  30%	  after	  1940	  (Holsti	  2004:	  92).	  Furthermore,	  Holsti	  argues	  that	  since	  1976	  no	  war	  have	  led	  to	  a	  successful	  revision	  of	  territory	  (ibid.:	  92)2.	  This	  remarkable	  decline	  can	  to	  a	  large	  extent	   be	   attributed	   to	   the	   institutionalisation	   of	   the	   territorial	   integrity	   norm,	   which	  appeared	   in	  several	   important	   international	   treaties	  and	  charters.	  Holsti	  argues	   for	  a	   full	  institutionalisation	   of	   the	   norm	   by	   mid-­‐1970s	   and	   emphasise	   the	   Helsinki	   Final	   Act	   of	  1975,	   which	   “declared	   that	   “frontiers	   can	   [only]	   be	   changed...by	   peaceful	   means	   and	   by	  agreement,”	   that	   is,	  by	  consent”	  (2004:	  The	  Helsinki	  Final	  Act	  1975,	  cited	   in	  Holsti	  2004:	  99),	  as	  a	  landmark	  in	  this	  regard. 
 
Why territorial integrity? As	  mentioned	  above,	  Storey	  argues	  that	  territories	  are	  human	  creations	  developed	  under	  certain	  circumstances	  and	  with	  certain	  political	  purposes	  (2012b:	  20).	  The	  human	  ‘hand’	  in	  
                                                
2 The	  ongoing	  war	  in	  Syria	  and	  Iraq,	  where	  the	  self-­‐proclaimed	  Islamic	  State	  is	  claiming	  territory	  and	  setting	  up	  a	  new	  (Islamic)	  state,	  could	  be	  seen	  as	  an	  exception	  to	  Holsti’s	  claim	  that	  no	  war	  since	  1976	  have	  led	  to	  a	  revision	  of	  territory.	  However,	  we	  will	  argue	  this	  is	  not	  the	  case.	  First,	  the	  war	  has	  not	  yet	  reached	  its	  conclusion,	  therefore	  the	  claim	  cannot	  be	  made	  (yet).	  Second,	  if	  the	  international	  society	  were	  to	  succeed	  in	  defeating	  Islamic	  State,	  history	  gives	  us	  good	  reason	  to	  believe	  that	  the	  borders	  of	  Syria	  and	  Iraq	  will	  be	  returned	  to	  the	  original	  state.	  A	  further	  argument	  in	  favour	  of	  Holsti’s	  claim,	  is	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  international	  society	  would	  refrain	  from	  acknowledging	  Islamic	  State	  as	  a	  ‘real’	  state.	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the	   development	   of	   territoriality	   and	   norms	   have	   been	   evident	   in	   the	   historical	   outline	  above.	   Furthermore,	   Zacher	   discussing	   the	   roots	   of	   the	   new	   territorial	   norm	   and	   order,	  concludes	   similarly	   to	   Storey	   (2012a)	   that	   the	   developments	   can	   be	   ascribed	   to	   human	  construct	   on	   the	   basis	   of	   certain	   historical	   experiences	   and	   political	   ideologies	   (Zacher	  2001:	   237-­‐244).	   He	   further	   argues	   that	   “...	   the	   coincidence	   of	   several	   factors	   has	   been	  crucial	  for	  both	  the	  Western	  and	  the	  developing	  states’	  backing	  of	  the	  norm.”	  (ibid.:	  238).	  Accordingly,	   Zacher	   distinguishes	   between	   factors	   leading	  Western	   states	   to	   support	   the	  norm	  and	  factors	  leading	  the	  non-­‐Western	  (developing)	  states	  to	  the	  same. 
 Two	   crucial	   factors	   led,	   according	   to	   Zacher	   (2001),	   the	  Western	   states’	   support.	   First,	   a	  history	  and	  shared	  memory	  of	  devastating	  wars	  over	   territory	  and	   the	   fear	   that	  a	   future	  and	  even	  more	  fundamentally	  destroying	  war	  (maybe	  nuclear	  war)	  would	  lead	  to	  the	  end	  of	  their	  societies,	  became	  a	  driving	  force	  in	  the	  Western	  states’	  support	  of	  the	  norm.	  It	  can	  thus	  partly	  be	  seen	  as	  an	  act	  of	  self-­‐protection.	  Secondly,	  liberal	  ideas	  of	  self-­‐determination,	  self-­‐government,	  and	  democracy	  also	  contributed	  to	  Western	  	  states’	  support	  of	  the	  norm	  (ibid.:	  238-­‐239).	  Hence	  a	  “...	  fear	  of	  a	  major	  war	  and	  a	  liberal	  democratic	  respect	  for	  other	  juridical	   states	   clearly	   have	   a	   symbiotic	   relationship	   that	   has	  motivated	   these	   [Western]	  countries	  to	  support	  the	  territorial	  integrity	  norm…”	  (ibid.:	  241). Non-­‐Western	  states	  did	  not	  have	  the	  same	  shared	  memory	  of	  devastating	  territorial	  wars	  as	  present	   in	   the	  European	  states’	  memory,	  neither	  was	  democracy	  and	   liberal	  values	  as	  strong	  and	  dominant	  (if	  even	  at	  all)	  as	  in	  their	  Western	  counterparts.	  Therefore,	  different	  factors	   lead	   to	   the	   non-­‐Western	   states’	   support	   of	   the	   norm.	   According	   to	   Zacher	   the	  support	   for	   the	   norm	   “generally	   stems	   from	   the	   existence	   of	   ethnic	   groups	   that	   overlap	  borders	  and	  can	  provoke	  territorial	  irredentism,	  the	  military	  weakness	  of	  many	  developing	  states	   vis-­‐à-­‐vis	   their	  neighbours,	   and	   their	  weakness	   vis-­‐à-­‐vis	  Western	   supporters	  of	   the	  norm.”	  (ibid.:	  241-­‐242).	  	  	  	  	   
 
Changing character of borders Borders	  have	  many	  functions.	  First	  of	  all,	   they	  are	  what	  separates	  and	  define	  the	  internal	  and	   the	   external	   -­‐	   us	   and	   them.	   Borders	   “...	   define	   the	   territorial	   limits	   of	   a	   state’s	   legal	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jurisdiction…”	   (Holsti	   2004:	   95),	   and	   are	   thus	   an	   important	   concept	   for	   understanding	  sovereignty	   and	   territory	   and	   splitting	   the	   domestic	   from	   the	   international	   and	   foreign.	  “Borders	   are	   also	   the	   lines	   that	   help	   identify	   and	   demarcate	   a	   political	   and	   cultural	  community	   that	   is	   in	  many	  ways	  distinct	   from	  all	  other	   communities.”	   (Holsti	  2004:	  95).	  Furthermore,	  borders	  can	  coincide	  with	  both	  social	  and	  cultural	  divisions	  such	  as	  language	  and	  religion	  (ibid). In	   addition	   to	   this,	   “[b]orders	   also	   define	   the	   defensive	  wall	   or	   zone	   against	   all	   sorts	   of	  threats…,	  whether	  hostile	  armies,	  terrorists,	  drug	  runners…”(Holsti	  2004:	  95).	  This	  means	  that	  the	  control	  of	  the	  borders	  are	  of	  key	  importance	  for	  states.	  Andreas	  argues	  that	  “[a]s	  territorially	  demarcated	   institutions,	   states	  have	  always	   imposed	  entry	  barriers,	  whether	  to	   deter	   armies,	   tax	   trade	   and	   protect	   domestic	   producers,	   or	   keep	   out	   perceived	  ‘undesirables.’	   All	   states	   monopolize	   the	   right	   to	   determine	   who	   and	   what	   is	   granted	  legitimate	  territorial	  access.”	  (2003:	  78). 
 Storey	   argues	   that	   while	   some	   of	   the	   most	   obvious	   expressions	   of	   territoriality	   are	  manifested	   at	   the	   level	   of	   the	   state,	   many	   more	   local	   population	   level	   examples	   of	  territorial	  control	  and	  territorial	  strategies	  may	  be	  observed	  (2012b:	  23-­‐24). This	  entails	  a	  change	  in	  the	  physical	  representation	  of	  the	  borders.	  Whereas	  before,	  it	  was	  largely	   centered	   on	   the	   nation-­‐state’s	   external	   borders,	   it	   is	   now	   centered	   on	   a	   few	   key	  nodes	  in	  which	  the	  flow	  can	  be	  monitored	  and	  controlled.	  These	  key	  nodes	  are	  places	  such	  as	   shipping	   ports’	   customs	   control,	   and	   airports’	   passport	   and	   security	   checkpoints	  (Walters	  2006:	  151).	  However,	  the	  external	  barriers	  have	  by	  no	  means	  all	  disappeared,	  but	  rather	  moved	  as	  well	  -­‐	  e.g.	  as	  in	  the	  case	  of	  the	  European	  Union	  (ibid.). Furthermore,	  at	  the	  local	  population	  level,	   informal	  checkpoints	  are	  created.	  “Borders	  are	  increasingly	   dispersed	   throughout	   society	   and	   found	   “...	   wherever	   the	   movement	   of	  information,	  people	  and	  things	  is	  happening	  and	  is	  controlled”	  (Rumford	  2014:	  11;	  Balibar	  2004b:	  1,	   cited	   in	  Rumford	  2014:	  11).	  Rumford	   speaks	  of	   this	   as	   ‘remote	   control’,	  which	  constitutes	   that	   an	   increasingly	   amount	   of	   private	   actors	   and	   actors	   not	   located	   at	   the	  actual	   border,	   are	   becoming	   responsible	   for	   carrying	   out	   the	   task	   of	   border	   control	   and	  monitoring	  (2014:	  16).	  An	   institution	  which	  could	  exemplify	   this	  could	  be	   the	  university,	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which	  is	  increasingly	  responsible	  for	  the	  authentication	  and	  validation	  of	  students	  going	  on	  exchange.	  	   In	  sum,	  borders	  have	  become	  increasingly	  more	  complex	  and	  messy	  than	  previously.	  In	  the	  words	  of	  Rumford:	  “Borders	  take	  so	  many	  forms,	  are	  constituted	  by	  such	  diverse	  practices	  and	  are	   influenced	  by	   so	  many	  people	   that	   the	  very	   idea	  of	   the	  border	   lacks	   coherence.”	  (2014:	  17).	  	   
 
Epistemological change in border studies As	  shown	  above,	  borders	  and	  issues	  of	  territoriality	  have	  changed	  and	  become	  increasingly	  complex.	   To	   grasp	   this	   increased	   complexity	   Rumford	   argues	   that	   borders	   have	   become	  ‘messy’	  (2014:	  17).	  Rumford’s	  messy	  borders	  challenges	  the	  contemporary	  epistemological	  approach	   to	   the	   understanding	   of	   borders.	   Lapid	   describes	   this	   epistemology	   as	   a	  ‘territorialist	   epistemology’	   that	   takes	   for	   granted	   the	   (old)	   Westphalian	   order	   and	  understanding	   of	   the	   world	   (2001:	   8).	   It	   entails	   a	   “...	   narrow	   and	   surprisingly	   durable	  modern	   stabilization	   of	   identities	   (as	   national	   states),	   of	   borders	   (as	   sharply	   drawn	  territorial	   lines),	   and	   of	   orders	   (as	   relatively	   stable	   configurations	   of	   power	   among	  sovereign	  states)...”	  (ibid.:	  7-­‐8).	  However,	  Lapid	  further	  argues,	  “...	  our	  world	  is	  increasingly	  shaped	  by	  an	  unruly	  swirl	  of	  deterritorial	  forces	  involving	  capital,	  information,	  and	  people	  on	   the	   move.”	   (ibid.:	   9).	   The	   prevailing	   ‘territorial	   epistemology’	   thus	   falls	   short	   of	  understanding	   the	   increasingly	   complex	   nature	   of	   territory,	   borders	   and	   their	   functions.	  Parker	  et	  al.	  calls	  for	  the	  development	  of	  alternative	  epistemologies,	  as	  well	  as	  ontologies	  and	  methodologies,	   that	   can	   comprehend	  and	  give	  meaning	   to	   this	   increased	   ‘messiness’	  (2009:	  583-­‐84).	  In	  a	  similar	  vein	  Rumford	  argues	  that	  the	  “...	  conventional	  tools	  with	  which	  we	  attempt	  to	  understand	  [borders]	  are	  no	  longer	  adequate.”	  (2014:	  17).	  Consequently,	  he	  proposes	   a	   new	   analytical	   framework	   for	   border	   studies,	   which	   is	   capable	   of	  comprehending	  the	  increased	  ‘messiness’	  of	  borders.	  	  	  	  	  	   
 
Rumford’s ‘cosmopolitan borders’ framework Before	   looking	   into	   the	   actual	   analytical	   components,	   or	   dimensions,	   of	   Rumford’s	   new	  framework	  the	  cosmopolitan	  aspect	  of	  the	  framework	  will	  be	  shortly	  considered. 
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Rumford	  describes	  the	  new	  ‘messiness’	  of	  borders	  as	  cosmopolitan	  in	  nature.	  However,	  the	  term	  cosmopolitan	  is	  applied	  by	  Rumford	  with	  specific	  delimitations,	  distinguishing	  it	  from	  the	  contemporary	  usage	  of	   the	  word,	  which	   largely	  coincides	  with	  an	  understanding	  of	  a	  ‘borderless	   world’	   (Rumford	   2014:	   3).	   Rather,	   for	   Rumford	   an	   argument	   for	   discussing	  ‘cosmopolitan	  borders’	  signifies	  “...	  that	  borders	  are	  changing	  rapidly	  and	  in	  many	  different	  ways...”	  (ibid.:	  2),	  as	  also	  discussed	  further	  above.	  Of	  main	  importance	  for	  Rumford	  is	  the	  argument	   that	   the	   traditional	   main	   actors	   -­‐	   the	   nation-­‐states	   -­‐	   are	   no	   longer	   the	   only	  important	   actors	   in	   creating,	   upholding	   and	   understanding	   borders.	   Therefore,	   some	  borders	  are	  cosmopolitan	  borders	  (ibid.). Hence,	  Rumford’s	  usage	  of	   ‘cosmopolitanism’	  when	  understanding	  borders,	  embraces	   the	  shift	   in	   border	   studies	   following	   Balibar’s	   introduction	   of	   the	   ‘borders	   are	   everywhere’	  thesis	  (ibid.:	  12).	  Borders	  are	  not	  merely	  the	  ‘product’	  of	  nation-­‐states,	  but	  can	  be	  found	  -­‐	  or	   rather	  potentially	  be	   found,	  as	  Rumford	  qualifies	   it	   -­‐	  everywhere	   in	  society	   (ibid.:	  23).	  Borders	  thus	  no	  longer	  merely	  represents	  the	  ‘line	  in	  the	  sand’	  made	  by	  states	  to	  separate	  nations,	   and	   consequently	   can	   no	   longer	   ‘just’	   be	   regarded	   legitimate	   based	   on	  international	  norms. However,	   “[i]f	   the	   term	   ‘cosmopolitan	   borders’	   signifies	   a	  major	   change	   in	   the	   nature	   of	  borders,	  it	  also	  says	  something	  about	  how	  we	  can	  best	  approach	  cosmopolitanism.”	  (ibid.:	  2).	  New	  actors	  have	  emerged	  as	   ‘producers’	  of	  borders	   -­‐	  namely,	   the	  citizens	  or	  ordinary	  people	   (ibid.:	   3).	   A	   shift	   in	   focus	   is	   therefore	   highlighted	   by	   Rumford;	   from	   the	   political	  power	  play	  between	  states	  (states	  as	  the	  only	  actor	  -­‐	  interstate	  level)	  to	  also	  analysing	  the	  societal	  dynamics	  between	  ordinary	  people	  (citizen	  also	  as	  actor	  -­‐	   local	  population	  level).	  The	   cosmopolitan	   analytical	   framework	   developed	   by	   Rumford	   includes	   four	   analytical	  dimensions	   -­‐	   vernacularization,	   multiperspectivalism,	   un/fixity,	   and	   connectivity	   -­‐	   and	  enables	   a	   grasping	   of	   the	   cosmopolitanism	   of	   borders.	   	   The	   four	   dimensions	   are	   shortly	  outlined	  below.	  	  	   
 
Vernacularization The	  first	  dimension,	  known	  as	  vernacularization,	  “...	  marks	  a	  shift	  in	  emphasis	  from	  a	  study	  of	  the	  borders	  of	  the	  state	  to	  a	  study	  of	  societal	  borders...”	  (Rumford	  2014:	  18).	  One	  aspect	  that	   Rumford	   pays	   particular	   attention	   to	   in	   his	   framework	   is	   borderwork;	   bordering	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activity	  of	  ordinary	  people	  “...	  not	  driven	  by	  the	  needs	  of	  the	  state	  or	  dominated	  by	  national	  security	  concerns.”	  (ibid.:	  18).	  Borderwork	  thus	  illustrates	  that	  borders	  can	  be	  understood	  in	  many	   different	   ways	   and	   can	   be	   used	   for	  many	   different	   functions,	   both	   socially	   and	  politically. Vernacularization	   exists	   in	   degrees.	   Ranging	   from,	   at	   one	   end	   of	   the	   spectrum,	   citizen	  borderwork	  and	  the	  creation	  of	  internal	  ‘invisible’	  borders,	  to	  the	  other	  end,	  where	  people	  and	  institutions	  “...	  work	  and	  behalf	  of	  the	  state,	  but	  retain	  a	  good	  deal	  of	  autonomy.”	  (ibid.:	  18).	  At	  this	  end	  of	  the	  spectrum,	  what	  is	  meant	  is	  that	  people	  and	  institutions	  who	  are	  not	  formally	  part	  of	  the	  state	  security	  services,	  can	  still	  be	  working	  ‘remote	  control’	  for	  them.	  One	   example	   he	   brings	   forth	   is	   the	   example	   is	   universities	   checking	   documentation	   and	  attendance	  records	  of	  students	  overseas	  	  (ibid.:	  18). 
 
Multiperspectivalism As	  default,	  we	  see	  borders	  from	  the	  perspective	  of	  the	  state,	   looking	  at	  the	  border,	  or	  the	  interstate	   level,	   as	   prefered	   here.	   However,	   in	   Rumford’s	   cosmopolitan	   framework,	   it	   is	  argued	   that	   there	   is	   a	   need	   to,	   not	   only	   look	  at	  or	  across	   borders,	   but	   also	   to	   look	   from	  them.	  “[W]hen	  seeing	  like	  a	  state	  one	  is	  committed	  to	  see	  borders	  as	  a	   line	  of	  securitized	  defence.”	   (ibid.:	   19).	  Yet,	   borders	   should	  not	  only	  be	   seen	  as	   from	   the	  perspective	  of	   the	  state	  as	   they	  encompass	  so	  much	  more.	  By	   this,	   it	   is	  meant	   that	   the	   that	  borders	  are	  not	  necessarily	  nation-­‐state	  border,	  but	  can	  also	  be	  other	  places	  which	  regulate	  mobility	  or	  are	  designed	  to	  enhance	  status	  -­‐	  such	  as	  gated	  communities	  or	  communities	  with	  a	  lot	  of	  CCTV	  (ibid.:	  19). Rumford	   further	   argues	   that	   this	   multiperspectivism	   is	   another	   core	   dimension	   of	  cosmopolitanism	  and	  that	  cosmopolitanism	  is	  key	  to	  understand	  borders	   -­‐	  borders	  being	  central	  to	  the	  study	  of	  political	  and	  social	  transformation. 
 
Un/fixity The	   third	   dimension	   -­‐	   fixity	   and	   unfixity	   of	   borders	   -­‐	   refers	   to	   the	   “...	   extent	   to	   which	  bordering	  practices	  becomes	   institutionalized	   (or	  not).”	   (ibid.:	  56).	  The	   fixity	  of	   a	  border	  thus	   concerns	   the	   extent	   to	  which	   the	   functions	   of	   the	   border	   (whatever	   they	  might	   be)	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repeatedly	  are	  reinforced	  by	  key	  actors.	  A	  strongly	  patrolled	  and	  guarded	  border	  -­‐	  whether	  visible	  to	  the	  public	  or	  not	  -­‐	  thus	  has	  a	  large	  extent	  of	  fixity.	  However,	  a	  border	  with	  large	  fixity	  can	  be	  perceived	  as	  having	  a	  large	  extent	  of	  unfixity	  by	  civilians	  if	  the	  usual	  signs	  of	  fixity	  is	  not	  evident,	  e.g.	  border	  patrol	  police,	  passport	  checks,	  etc	  (ibid.:	  70). According	   to	   Rumford	   there	   is	   a	   constant	   tension	   between	   the	   fixity	   and	   unfixity	   of	   a	  border	   (ibid.:	   56).	   Fixing	   a	   border	   or	   institutionalising	   it,	   is	   neither	   a	   one-­‐time	   ‘fix’	   -­‐	   nor	  something	   static	   and	  unchangeable.	  Unfixity	   -­‐	   or	   the	   possibility	   of	   unfixity,	  whether	   as	   a	  political	   choice	   or	   ‘accident’	   	   -­‐	   always	   prevails	   (ibid.).	   “Considering	   the	   fixity/unfixity	   of	  borders	   allows	   us	   to	   view	   borders	   as	   provisional	   and	   incomplete	   (by	   accident	   or	   by	  design),	  and	  as	  political	  resources	  which	  can	  be	  utilized	  not	  only	  by	  agencies	  of	   the	  state	  but	  also	  by	  a	  whole	  range	  of	  other	  actors...”	  (ibid.:	  20).	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   
 
Connectivity The	   fourth	   and	   last	   dimension	   of	   Rumford’s	   framework	   is	   connectivity.	   He	   argues	   that	  borders	   are	   not	   just	   means	   of	   dividing	   territory	   between	   nation-­‐states,	   but	   also	  connections	   between	   them	   (ibid.:	   20).	   In	   this	   framework	   borders	   are	   conceptualised	   as	  “...navigation	  points	  which	  can	  act	  as	  gateways	  to	  networks,	  places	  and	  scales	  that	  may	  be	  distant	   from	  the	  border	   itself.”	   (ibid.:	  76).	  Rumford	  argues	   that	   the	  better	  accessibility	  of	  ‘the	  other	  side	  of	  the	  border’	  the	  more	  connectivity	  is	  present. This	  is	  not	  just	  the	  case	  on	  the	  local	  scale.	  Connectivity	  can	  be	  transnational,	  international,	  and	  global,	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  they	  “[allow]	  people	  to	  project	  themselves	  beyond	  locality	  by	  construction	  new	  networking	  opportunities.”	  (ibid.:	  20). 
 
Application of the cosmopolitan borders framework As	   the	   analytical	   focus	   of	   this	   study	   is	   the	   people	   living	   on	  Afghan-­‐Pakistani	   border	   and	  their	   perception	   of	   the	  Durand	   Line	   and	   its	   legitimacy,	   it	   is	   relevant	   to	   apply	   Rumford’s	  framework	   and	   let	   the	   people	   living	   on	   the	   border	   ‘speak’.	   The	   border	   line	  will	   thus	   be	  analysed	  from	  the	  border	  -­‐	  from	  the	  local	  population	  level,	  so	  to	  speak.	  Subsequently,	  this	  be	  interpreted	  and	  given	  meaning	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  interstate	  level.	  However,	  a	  few	  matters	  need	  to	  be	  discussed	  before	  moving	  on.	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   A	  strong	  emphasis	   in	  Rumford’s	   framework	   is	   the	  cosmopolitan	   insight	   that	  borders	  and	  borderwork	  no	  longer	  are	  restricted	  to	  the	  nation-­‐state	  -­‐	  rather,	  borders,	  as	  well	  as	  border-­‐actors,	  are	  (potentially)	  everywhere	  in	  society	  as	  discussed	  above	  (Rumford	  2014:	  2-­‐3,	  10-­‐17).	   However,	   this	   study	   is	   concerned	   with	   a	   border	   as	   understood	   in	   the	   traditionally	  sense	   -­‐	   a	   division	   of	   nation-­‐states.	   Nonetheless,	   Rumfords	   framework	  will	   be	   applied	   to	  understand	   the	   complexity	   which	   borders	   have	   -­‐	   visible	   as	   well	   as	   invisible.	   This	   study	  applies	   the	   four	   dimensions	   of	   Rumford’s	   cosmopolitan	   border	   framework	   as	   a	   tool	   to	  grasp	   the	   complexity	   -­‐	   or	   ‘messiness’	   -­‐	   of	   the	  Durand	  Line	   as	   perceived	  by	   the	   ‘ordinary	  people’	   living	   on	   the	   border.	   Furthermore,	   the	   dimensions	   are	   used	   to	   detect	   how	   the	  people	   on	   the	   border	   perceives	   the	   Durand	   Line	   and	   how	   it	   affects	   their	   perception	   of	  legitimacy,	  justice,	  and	  sense	  of	  belonging. 
 In	  concrete	  terms	  this	  is	  done	  by	  applying	  the	  four	  dimensions,	  described	  above	  -­‐	  namely,	  vernacularization,	  multiperspectivity,	  un/fixity,	  and	  connectivity.	  We	  use	  each	  of	  these,	  as	  an	  analytical	  lens,	  to	  capture	  the	  complexity	  and	  the	  individual	  perceptions	  of	  the	  border	  –	  
from	  the	  border.	  This	  is	  done	  by	  using	  keywords	  and	  concepts	  within	  each	  lens	  (category)	  to	   extract	   knowledge	   from	   each	   of	   the	   interviews.	   The	   keywords,	   concepts,	   and	   phrases	  which	  are	  used	  are	  explained	  below. Within	   the	   category	   of	   vernacularization	   we	   searched	   for	   the	   mentioning	   of	   societal	  borders,	  and	  by	  extension;	  internal	  invisible	  borders.	  Furthermore,	  also	  indications	  of	  non-­‐state	  actors	  performing	  borderwork	  at	  or	  around	  the	  border	  are	  searched	  for. For	   multiperspectivalism	   we	   looked	   for	   factors	   regulating	   mobility.	   In	   addition	   to	   this,	  	  indicators	  of	  the	  border	  serving	  other	  purpose(s)	  than	  upholding	  sovereignty	  and	  national	  security. 
Un/fixity	  was	  measured	  on	  the	  degree	  of	  institutionalization	  of	  borderwork.	  Furthermore,	  we	  looked	  for	  the	  degree	  of	  which	  the	  border	  control	  is	  visible	  or	  not.	  In	  this	  section	  we	  will	  not	   only	   look	   for	   how	   those	   exist	   in	   actuality,	   but	   also	   how	   they	   are	   perceived	   by	   the	  interviewees. 
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Lastly,	   for	   detecting	   the	   degree	   of	   connectivity	   we	   looked	   for	   the	   accessibility	   to	   each	  nation-­‐state.	  How	  the	  border	  impact	  the	  locals’	  opportunity	  for	  networking,	  and	  whether	  it	  	  impacts	  the	  identity	  of	  the	  people	  surrounding	  the	  border. These	  categories	  or	  lenses	  are	  overlapping	  and	  intertwined	  in	  many	  areas.	  This	  means	  that	  they	   influence	   each	   other	   –	   the	   information	  we	   gather	   for	   one	   of	   the	   categories	   are	   not	  exclusive	   for	   that	   category.	   Rather,	   the	   information	   categorised	   in,	   say,	  multiperspectivalism	  will	   reinforce	   the	   information	   gathered	   in	   for	   instance	   connectivity	  and	  so	  forth.	  This	  will	  be	  further	  visualised	  in	  the	  Methodology	  and	  Methods	  chapter. 
 
Sub-Conclusion This	   chapter	   have	   introduced	   the	   theoretical	   and	   analytical	   framework	   of	   this	   study.	   An	  overview	   of	   the	   conventional	   approach	   to	   understanding	   borders	   and	   territory	   -­‐	   i.e.	   the	  interstate	   view	   -­‐	   have	   been	   introduced,	   as	   well	   as	   Rumford’s	   cosmopolitan	   border	  framework.	   This	   framework	   has	   been	   given	   special	   attention	   as	   this	   broadens	   the	   scope	  and	  understanding	  of	  what	  borders	  are	  and	  how	  they	  are	  upheld	  -­‐	  and	  thereby	  enables	  us	  to	  analyse	  the	  ‘messiness’	  and	  complexity	  of	  borders.	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Chapter 4 - Methodology and Methods 
 This	  chapter	  accounts	  for	  the	  methodology	  and	  methods	  of	  this	  project.	  The	  considerations	  and	  choices	  taken	  in	  this	  regard	  play	  a	  significant	  role	  in	  how	  our	  study	  has	  been	  formed	  and	  how	  our	  findings	  came	  to	  be.	  The	  first	  part	  of	  the	  chapter	  will	  go	  into	  our	  methodology	  and	  explain	  the	  implications	  of	  a	  single	  case	  study	  and	  our	  chosen	  case,	  the	  Durand	  Line,	  as	  well	   as	   shed	   light	   on	   the	   constraints	   by	   choosing	   a	   single	   case	   study.	   Furthermore	  ontological	   and	   epistemological	   considerations	  will	   be	   accounted	   for.	   The	   second	  part	   of	  this	  chapter	  will	  then	  explain	  our	  chosen	  method	  and	  its	  effect	  on	  how	  we	  have	  approached	  our	  analysis.	  	   
 
Single Case Study In	  order	   to	  highlight	   the	  problematics	  of	  borders,	  we	  have	   chosen	   to	   look	  at	   the	  Durand	  Line	  as	  a	  single	  case	  study.	  This	  is	  of	  an	  ‘embedded’	  nature	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  we	  are	  not	  only	  looking	  at	  one	  problem	  of	  the	  borders,	  but	  analysed	  our	  findings	  with	  more	  ‘units	  of	  analysis’;	  both	  at	  the	  interstate	  and	  local	  population	  levels	  (Yin	  2003.a;	  Yin	  2003b).	  We	  are	  then	   able	   to	   draw	   a	   comparison	   between	   the	   two	   levels	   and	   analyse	   the	   differences	   by	  using	  our	  theoretical	  tools. 
 The	   case	   is	   also	   an	   ‘instrumental’	   case,	   as	   we	   do	   not	   seek	   to	   only	   understand	   and	  investigate	   the	   Durand	   Line	   as	   our	   subject	   of	   interest,	   but	   look	   at	   the	   problematics	   of	  borders	   in	   a	   general	   setting,	   however	   with	   a	   strong	   empirical	   case	   that	   represent	   our	  generalisations	  (Stake	  1996).	  Additionally,	  we	  work	  from	  a	  given	  research	  question,	  which	  investigates	   the	   different	   perceptions	   of	   borders	   at	   the	   interstate	   and	   local	   population	  levels	  and	  whether	  that	  creates	  a	  conflict.	  Our	  case	  can	  also	  be	  defined	  as	   ‘critical’	  due	  to	  the	   fact	   that	   we	   try	   to	   provide	   the	   reader	   with	   a	   better	   understanding	   of	   the	   certain	  problems	  that	  arise	  if	  there	  are	  different	  perceptions	  at	  the	  interstate	  and	  local	  population	  level	  (Yin	  2003a).	  Another	  indication	  of	  a	  case	  study	  is	  that	  it	  is	  an	  event	  at	  a	  setting,	  which	  we	  as	  researchers	  are	  not	  able	  to	  manipulate	  or	  influence.	  This	  implies	  for	  the	  case	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line,	  as	  we	  cannot	  influence	  the	  setting	  in	  which	  it	  takes	  place.	  Furthermore,	  as	  we	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conducted	  the	  interviews,	  we	  were	  only	  able	  to	  steer	  the	  direction	  of	  the	  interview,	  but	  not	  the	  answers	  given.	  in	  order	  to	  get	  the	  information	  needed	  (Yin	  2003a).	   
 The	  use	  of	  a	  single	  case	  study,	  with	  the	  interview	  as	  the	  source	  of	  empirical	  data,	  provides	  the	  reader	  with	  an	  in-­‐depth	  interpretation	  of	  how	  the	  border	  is	  being	  perceived	  at	  the	  local	  population	   level.	   Our	   investigation	   is	   not	   focused	   only	   on	   the	   Durand	   line	   itself	   as	   a	  ‘holistic’	   case	  study,	  which	  means	   that	   the	  case	   is	  not	  our	  main	  object	  of	   study,	  but	   is,	  as	  mentioned	  above,	  directed	  by	  our	  research	  question	  (Yin	  2003b).	  The	  case	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	   is	   however	   an	   empirically	   strong	   case,	   which	   provided	   us	   with	   a	   comprehensive	  understanding	  of	  the	  different	  views	  of	  the	  border	  in	  question.	  This	  gives	  us	  an	  advantage,	  compared	   to	  multiple	   case,	   or	   ‘collective’	   cases	   as	  we	   in	   this	   project	   seek	   to	   understand	  meanings	  of	  the	  borders	  from	  the	  interstate	  and	  local	  population	  levels	  (Stake	  1995).	  We	  have	   interpreted	   the	  meaning	   hereof	   through	   our	   analytical	   framework	   of	   the	   empirical	  data	  and	  thereby	  chosen	  to	  look	  at	  it	  from	  one	  very	  specific	  in-­‐depth	  point	  of	  view. 
 According	   to	   Flyvbjerg	   (2006)	   the	   interpretation	   of	   a	   problem	   and	   thereby	   the	  understanding	  and	  meanings	  are	  of	  higher	  priority	  than	  the	  mere	  description	  and	  evidence	  of	  the	  given	  problem,	  which	  is	  often	  more	  represented	  in	  the	  single	  case	  study.	  As	  the	  case	  study	  is	  a	  project	  design	  that	  enriches	  the	  narrative	  of	  the	  problem	  field,	  due	  to	  the	  in	  depth	  analysis	   of	   the	   empirical	   data	   and	   the	   uniqueness	   of	   the	  Durand	   Line	   case,	   it	   allows	   the	  reader	   to	   interpret	   the	   project	   as	   they	   see	   fitted.	   This	   also	   acts	   in	   adherence	   with	   our	  ontological	  and	  epistemological	  view	  of	  being	  interpretivist,	  as	  the	  case	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	  equip	   the	   reader	   with	   an	   individual	   understanding	   of	   the	   border	   (Flyvbjerg	   2013).	   Our	  ontological	  and	  epistemological	  stance	  will	  be	  elaborated	  upon	  later	  in	  this	  chapter. 
 
Criteria for the case By	  fulfilling	  the	  criteria	  for	  choosing	  a	  given	  case	  by	  Stake	  (1995),	  we	  obtain	  a	  case	  study	  that	   is	   a	   strong	  depiction	   of	   our	   research	  question.	   This	   criteria	  will	   be	   explained	   in	   the	  following	  section. We	   ‘maximise	   learning’	   by	   choosing	   a	   case	   that	   has	   a	   problematic	   that	   has	   not	   yet	   been	  diluted	   by	   scholars,	   and	   that	   enables	   us	   to	   contribute	   to	   the	   already	   existing	   literature	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(Stake	   1995).	   Furthermore,	   the	   Durand	   Line	   case	   study	   fits	   within	   the	   context	   of	   our	  theoretical	   framework,	   as	   illustrated	   in	   Chapter	   3,	   which	   illuminates	   the	   difference	   of	  borders.	   
 The	   advantage	   acquired	   by	   one	   of	   our	   group	  member	   being	   able	   to	   speak	   the	   language	  Pashto	   (the	   language	   of	   the	   people	   in	   the	   area),	   knowing	   their	   culture	   and	   having	   the	  possibility	  to	  interview	  people	  that	  live	  the	  area	  fulfill	  the	  criteria	  of	  a	  case	  that	  is	  ‘easy	  to	  get	   to’	   (Stake	   1995).	   The	   ‘usefulness’	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line	   was	   also	   evident	   early	   in	   the	  process	  of	  our	  investigation,	  as	  we	  could	  see	  a	  gap	  in	  the	  literature	  and	  therefore	  intended	  to	  investigate	  this	  further	  (Stake	  1995). 
 We	  have	  now	  established	  our	  research	  design	  and	  how	  we	  have	  used	  the	  single	  case	  study	  in	  order	   to	   shed	   light	  on	   the	  problem	  of	   the	  perception	  of	  borders	  on	   the	   interstate	   and	  local	  population	   levels.	  However,	   there	  are	  several	  constraints	  of	  using	  this	  methodology,	  which	  will	  be	  illuminated	  below. 
 
Constraints of the case study design First	  of	  all,	  there	  is	  the	  problematic	  of	  putting	  ‘all	  the	  eggs	  in	  one	  basket’	  (Yin	  2003a:	  53),	  when	  seeking	  to	  understand	  the	  more	  general	  problematics	  of	   the	  perception	  of	  borders.	  With	  just	  one	  case	  study	  to	  enlighten	  our	  conclusions	  instead	  of	  multiple	  case	  studies,	  we	  encounter	  a	  constraint	  which,	  described	  by	  Flyvbjerg	  (2013),	  is	  that	  of	  generalisation	  of	  the	  empirical	   data.	   This	   problematic,	   which	   also	   is	   the	   critique	   that	   several	   scholars	   of	   the	  single	  study	  are	  pinpointing,	  claims	  that	  it	  is	  not	  valid	  to	  draw	  generalisations,	  when	  only	  one	  aspect	  of	  a	  given	  field	  is	  being	  studied	  (Flyvbjerg	  2013).	  This	  is	  also	  valid	  for	  our	  study	  of	  borders.	  However,	  with	  strong	  empirical	  case	  we	  are	  able	  to	  defend	  our	  generalisations,	  due	  to	  the	  uniqueness	  that	  the	  interviews	  provide	  as	  empirical	  data.	   
 By	  implying	  the	  single	  case	  research	  design,	  and	  investigating	  an	  event	  that	  we	  are	  not	  able	  to	  control,	  this	  can	  also	  cause	  constrains	  (Yin	  2003b).	  This	  is	  due	  to	  the	  subjectivity	  of	  the	  people	  who	  are	  part	  of	  the	  investigation,	  as	  their	  answers	  to	  our	  inquiry	  may	  not	  fit	  with	  the	  research	  question	  already	  posed,	  but	  might	  put	  the	  researcher	  in	  a	  position	  where	  the	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result	  shows	  responses	  that	  does	  not	  fit	  within	  the	  research	  question	  we	  have	  posed.	  This	  constraint	   has,	   however,	   been	   taken	   into	   consideration,	   as	   we	   work	   with	   an	   iterative	  process. 
 
Ontological and epistemological considerations It	  is	  at	  this	  preliminary	  point	  crucial	  to	  establish	  our	  worldview	  -­‐	  what	  is	  out	  there	  to	  know	  about	  -­‐	  and	  how	  we	  can	  hope	  to	  know	  this	  world.	  This	  section	  thus	  provides	  a	  discussion	  of	  our	  ontological	  and	  epistemological	  consideration	  in	  exploring	  the	  perception	  of	  borders. 
 Ontological	  and	  epistemological	  approaches	  are	  to	  be	  considered	  to	  be	  intertwined	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  choice	  of	  ontology	  often	  has	  an	  impact	  on	  epistemological	  consequences	  and	  the	  other	  way	  around	  (Olsen	  &	  Pedersen	  2011b).	  The	  intertwinedness	  of	  those	  ontological	  and	  epistemological	   choices	   have	   further	   consequences	   on	   the	  methodological	   commitments	  researchers	  have	  when	  doing	  research	  (Olsen	  &	  Pedersen	  2011b).	   It	   is	   thus	  crucial	   to	  be	  aware	  of	  these	  choices	  when	  engaging	  in	  project	  work. 
 
Interpretivist tradition The	  ontological	   and	  epistemological	   considerations	  of	   this	  project	   takes	  departure	   in	   the	  interpretivist	  approach.	   Interpretation	   is	  placed	  at	  the	  core	  of	  political	  and	  social	   life	  and	  its	   analysis	   by	   interpretivism	   (Hay	   2011).	   Interpretation	   is	   essential	   for	   interpretivists	  given	  the	  fact	  that	  it	  directs	  the	  behavior	  of	  actors.	  The	  reason	  why	  actors	  act	  in	  a	  particular	  way	  is	  due	  to	  their	  belief	  and	  understanding.	  “Interpretation	  is	  not	  just	  something	  we	  do,	  something	  we	  can	  develop	  through	  methods	  for,	  but	  something	  we	  are.	  Human	  beings	  are	  basically	   interpretive	   creatures,	   subjects	   that	   continually	   form	   and	   are	   formed	   by	   their	  surroundings	   through	   interpretations	   that	   in	   turn	   build	   on	   previous	   interpretations.”	  (Olsen	   &	   Pedersen	   2011b:	   160).	   Ontologically	   social	   and	   political	   realities	   are	   thus	  met	  through	  our	  interpretations	  of	  it	  (Hay	  2011).	  For	  instance,	  it	  is	  the	  ontological	  belief	  of	  this	  project	   that	   borders	   are	   created	   and	   interpreted	   in	   different	   ways	   depending	   on	   the	  interpreter,	  and	  we	  thus	  interpret	  the	  meaning	  of	  borders	  through	  our	  interpretation	  of	  the	  action	   and	   beliefs	   of	   actors	   involved	   -­‐	   actors	   being	   the	   local	   people	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line	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whom	  we	   interview	  and	  scholars	  whose	  work	  we	  read.	   In	   regards	   to	   the	   scholar’s	  work,	  which	   we	   have	   drawn	   our	   study,	   it	   has	   affected	   our	   outcome	   in	   the	   sense	   that	   their	  worldview	  has	  affected	  their	  work	  and	  so	  on.	  If	  we	  had	  chosen	  realist	  or	  positivist	  scholars,	  for	  instance,	  our	  study	  would	  have	  been	  shaped	  differently.	   
 
Hermeneutic understanding The	  worldview	  in	  interpretivism	  is	  cruxly	  associated	  with	  hermeneutics	  and	  the	  theory	  of	  understanding	   the	   world	   and	   ourselves	   as	   planted	   in	   a	   historical	   culture	   which	   is	  linguistically	   mediated	   (Ramberg	   &	   Gjersdal	   2014).	   The	   hermeneutic	   tradition	   can	  significantly	   be	   tied	   to	   the	   work	   triggered	   by	   Martin	   Heidegger	   and	   developed	   by	   the	  German	  philosopher	  Hans-­‐Georg	  Gadamer	  (Ramberg	  &	  Gjersdal	  2014).	  The	  philosophical	  and	  ontological	  hermeneutics	  of	  Gadamer	  has	  two	  essential	  outcomes.	  The	  first	  being	  that	  researchers	   are	   restricted	   in	   observing	   and	   understanding	   phenomenons	   or	   any	   given	  social	   reality	   separated	   from	  his	   or	   her	   prejudice	   (not	   necessarily	   negative)	   and	  history.	  Prejudices	  of	   this	  project	   lie	   for	   instance	   in	  our	  prejudices	   towards	   the	  Durand	  Line,	  and	  what	   we	   before	   studying	   borders	   as	   a	   phenomenon	   already	   expected	   -­‐	   prejudices	   of	   a	  certain	  perception	  of	  the	  border	  given	  by	  scholars	  and	  local	  people.	  More	  specifically,	  the	  fact	  that	  a	  member	  of	  the	  group	  is	  from	  Afghanistan	  have	  created	  an	  initial	  sympathy	  -­‐	  or	  prejudice	  -­‐	  towards	  the	  general	  Afghan	  perception	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	  as	  illegitimate.	  This	  has	   from	   the	   outset	   of	   the	   study	   meant	   that	   the	   Durand	   Line	   and	   its	   legacy	   have	   been	  viewed	  in	  critical	  light.	  	  	  	  	   
 Furthermore,	  before	  engaging	  in	  the	  interviews	  we	  already	  had	  expectation	  about	  what	  the	  interviewees	  might	  have	  to	  say	  because	  of	  our	  own	  history	  and	  prejudice,	  which	  is	  a	  part	  of	  our	  understanding	  of	  their	  statements.	  Put	  differently	  by	  Olsen	  &	  Pedersen:	  “[t]here	  are	  no	  given	  objective	  explanations	   independent	  of	   interpretation;	   interpretations	  always	  comes	  before	  explanations.”	  (Olsen	  &	  Pedersen,	  2011b:	  161). 
 Similar	  to	  above	  mentioned,	  the	  second	  ontological	  outcome	  points	  out	  the	  fact	  that	  human	  beings	   in	   our	   social	   world	   are	   living	   creatures	   whom	   constantly	   interpret	   their	  surrounding	  in	  a	  world	  of	  meaning	  (Hay	  2011).	  Meanings	  -­‐	  individual	  and	  intersubjective	  -­‐	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are	  to	  be	  studied	  	  and	  observed	  in	  order	  to	  reach	  a	  better	  understanding	  of	  the	  world	  full	  of	  meaning.	  Epistemologically,	  “[i]nterpretive	  social	  science	  is	  thus	  based	  on	  the	  observation	  that	   the	  world	   in	  which	   people	   act	   and	   orient	   themselves	   is	   always	   a	  world	   laden	  with	  significance.”	   (Olsen	  &	  Pedersen	  2011b:	   161).	  More	  precisely	   put,	  we	   as	   researchers	   are	  unable	  to	  interpret	  independently	  of	  our	  pre-­‐judgments,	  expectations	  and	  context	  given	  the	  fact	   that	  an	   interpretation	  always	  depends	  on	   the	   interpreter	   (Olsen	  &	  Pedersen	  2011b).	  For	  instance,	  since	  we	  in	  studying	  borders	  and	  the	  Durand	  Line	  as	  our	  case	  study,	  are	  not	  living	  on	  the	  Durand	  Line,	  we	  can	  therefore	  not	  speak	  for	  the	  local	  perception	  of	  it,	  and	  thus	  rely	   on	   our	   own	   interpretation	   of	   their	   statements	   on	   the	   matter.	   We	   will	   always	   be	  separated	  from	  our	  subject	  of	  investigation,	  and	  despite	  the	  fact	  that	  we	  through	  interviews	  allow	   the	   local	   people	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line	   to	   speak	   for	   themselves,	   we	   as	   researchers	  interpret	  -­‐	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  our	  history	  and	  prejudice	  -­‐	  what	  they	  say.	  In	  relation,	  according	  to	  Gadamer	  any	  given	   interpretation	  epistemologically	   “...	   requires	  pre-­‐existing	   concepts,	  theories,	   expectations	   and	   premonitions	   about	   the	   phenomenon	   we	   are	   seeking	   to	  understand.	   Thus	   science	   is	   not	   a	   practice	   concerned	   with	   avoiding	   prejudices,	   but	  distinguishing	   between	   good	   and	   bad	   prejudices	   based	   on	   a	   criterion	   of	   agreement	   and	  consensus.”	  (Olsen	  &	  Pedersen	  2011b:	  160-­‐61). 
 
Web of meanings and understanding Furthermore,	   according	   to	   Gadamer,	   historical	   works	   or	   texts	   are	   neither	   neutral	   nor	  value-­‐free	  objects	  of	  scientific	  investigation.	  On	  the	  contrary,	  texts	  (and	  other	  work	  of	  art)	  are	  a	  part	  of	  the	  horizon	  in	  which	  we	  live	  in	  with	  our	  pre-­‐existing	  views	  of	  the	  world	  and	  ourselves.	  This	  shapes	  what	  Gadamer	  calls	   ‘fusion	  of	  horizon’	  (Ramberg	  &	  Gjersdal	  2014;	  Olsen	   &	   Pedersen	   2011b:	   164).	   It	   is	   a	   horizon	   of	   understanding	   where	   relationships	  between	   things	   and	   perspectives	   are	   formed.	   Every	   horizon	   “...	   contains	   a	   number	   of	  objects	  that	  are	  connected	  in	  very	  different	  ways,	  at	  different	  distances	  and	  determined	  by	  different	  kinds	  of	  power	  relations.”	  (Olsen	  &	  Pedersen	  2011a:	  26).	  	  What	  becomes	  a	  part	  of	  our	  horizon	  is	  the	  knowledge	  which	  we	  gain	  in	  researching	  a	  subject,	  such	  as	  borders	  and	  the	  Durand	  Line.	  This	  broader	  knowledge	  we	  have	  gained	  about	   the	  Durand	  Line	   is	   thus	  knowledge	  we	  take	  with	  us	  in	  trying	  to	  understand	  what	  we	  extract	  from	  our	  interviews	  -­‐	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and	  vice	  versa,	  meaning	  that	  the	  perspective	  from	  the	  interviews	  enables	  us	  to	  understand	  the	  broader	  texts.	  This	  creates	  further	  connection	  between	  the	  objects	  in	  our	  horizon. 
 The	  procedure	  of	  understanding	  historical	  texts,	  which	  forms	  us	  before	  we	  approach	  them,	  is	  handed	  over	  to	  us	   in	  a	  complex	  and	  dynamic	  process	  of	   interpretations	  which	  through	  time	  gets	  more	  complicated	  (Ramberg	  &	  Gjersdal	  2014).	  This	  circle	  of	  understanding	  -­‐	  or	  web	  of	  understanding	   -­‐	   is	  a	  dialogical	   relationship	  with	   the	  past	  where	  we	  gain	  a	  deeper	  understanding	   of	   both	   the	   historical	   texts	   and	   ourselves,	   i.e.	   forming	   the	   hermeneutical	  circle.	   It	   is	  our	  reading	  and	  dialogical	  relationship	  with	   the	  past	  which	  contributes	   to	   the	  complexity	   and	  depth	  of	  meaning.	  The	  meaning	  of	   a	   text	   is,	   as	  mentioned	  before,	   not	   an	  objective	  which	  we	  can	  understand	  seperately	  from	  our	  own	  history	  and	  prejudices	  but,	  on	  the	   contrary,	   something	   that	   exists	   in	   the	   complex	   interplay	   between	   the	   past	   and	   our	  present	  (Olsen	  &	  Pedersen	  2011b).	  The	  hermeneutical	  circle	  enables	  us	  to	  look	  at	  a	  specific	  case	   -­‐	   the	   Durand	   Line	   -­‐	   with	   our	   pre-­‐existing	   prejudice	   and	   knowledge	   in	   trying	   to	  understand	  borders.	  When	  reading	   theoretical	   texts	  about	  borders	  we	  gained	  knowledge	  which	  we	  could	  take	  with	  us	  in	  investigating	  the	  case,	  which	  further	  enabled	  us	  to	  go	  back	  to	   the	   theory	   with	   new	   knowledge	   and	   possible	   new	   horizons.	   This	   process	   of	   further	  circulation	   will	   proceed	   until	   we	   can	   hope	   to	   gain	   an	   adequate	   understanding	   and	  explanation	  of	  borders. 
 
Methods In	   this	   section	   we	   will	   account	   for	   our	   methods	   in	   order	   to	   gain	   empirical	   data	   by	   the	  methods	  of	  interview.	  Furthermore	  we	  will	  explain	  our	  chosen	  method	  of	  analysis	  which	  is	  seen	   as	   a	   crucial	   choice	   in	   order	   to	   detect	   the	   different	   perception	   of	   borders	   at	   an	  interstate	   and	   local	   population	   level.	   This	   includes	   an	   account	   for	   qualitative	   content	  analysis,	   the	   deductive	   approach,	   directed	   content	   analysis,	   categorisation	   matrix,	   and	  furthermore	  a	  visual	  figure	  of	  how	  we	  intend	  to	  analyse	  the	  unit	  of	  analysis.	  Lastly,	  further	  reflections	   specifically	  on	   the	   interviews,	   interviewees	  and	  biases	  of	   secondary	   literature	  will	  be	  accounted	  for. 
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Interview This	  part	  will	  focus	  on	  the	  method	  we	  have	  used	  in	  order	  to	  obtain	  information	  about	  the	  local	   population	   level’s	   perception	   of	   the	  Durand	   line;	   the	   qualitative	   interview.	  We	  will	  elaborate	  on	  why	  this	  was	  chosen	  as	  our	  methods	  and	  how	  it	  has	  affected	  our	  project. 
 There	  are	  several	  advantages	  relating	  to	  our	  project	  when	  using	  qualitative	  interview	  as	  a	  method.	   First,	   the	   ontological	   stance	   of	   this	   project	   is	   that	   of	   interpretation,	   which	   is	  suitable	  with	   the	  methods	  of	   qualitative	   interviews.	   Interpretation	   is	   done	   already	  when	  conducting	   the	   interview,	   as	   the	   tone,	   pauses	   are	   indications	   of	   special	   meanings	   or	  emphasising	   something	   that	   is	   important	   to	   the	   interviewee	   (Kvale	   1996a).	   Second,	   by	  interviewing	  people	  we	  are	  able	  to	  reconstruct	  historical	  events	  and	  thereby	  provide	  our	  project	  with	  reflective	  thoughts	  from	  the	  interviewee	  (Bryman	  2012b).	  An	  example	  hereof	  can	   be	   if	   the	   interviewee	   sees	   a	   difference	   in	   the	   perception	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line	   today,	  compared	   to	   e.g.	   before	   the	   Afghan/American	  war.	   Third,	   it	   provides	   our	   empirical	   data	  with	  vivid	  and	  detailed	  answers,	   	  as	  the	  interviewee	  is	  encouraged	  to	  use	  his	  own	  words.	  Furthermore,	   it	   also	   enables	   the	   interviewer	   the	   possibility	   of	   follow-­‐up	   question,	   if	   the	  interviewee	  speaks	  about	  information,	  that	  might	  not	  be	  part	  of	  the	  research	  per	  se,	  but	  can	  provide	   the	  research	  with	  data	   that	   can	  be	  used	   for	  analysis.	   In	  qualitative	   interview	   the	  phrase	   ‘quality	   over	   quantity’	   also	   counts,	   as	   rich	   answers	   provides	   the	   researcher	  with	  more	  material	  to	  be	  interpreted	  and	  analysed	  (Kvale	  1996a). 
 A	   last	   character	   of	   qualitative	   interviews	   is	   that	   of	   flexibility.	   This	   concept	   relates	   to	   the	  flexibility	  of	  the	  research.	  Even	  though	  the	  research	  might	  be	  research	  question	  driven,	  the	  interview	  might	  steer	   in	  a	  contradictory	  direction,	   that	  can	   lead	  to	  a	  reformulation	  of	   the	  problem	  area.	  This	  can	  be	  both	  positive	  and	  negative.	  It	  leads	  the	  researcher	  to	  reflect	  upon	  his	  research	  and	  create	  new	  meanings,	  but	  it	  can	  also	  be	  a	  frustrating	  turn	  of	  event,	  if	  the	  empirical	  data	   steers	   the	   research	   in	   completely	  different	  directions	   (Bryman	  2012b).	   In	  the	  case	  of	  the	  the	  interviews	  conducted,	  we	  were	  provided	  with	  empirical	  data	  that	  went	  beyond	  the	  first	  draft	  of	  our	  problem	  area,	  due	  to	  fact	  that	  another	  category	  could	  be	  added	  to	   our	   already	   existing	   theoretical	   framework.	   By	   being	   flexible	   and	   using	   an	   iterative	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process	  we	  have	  been	  able	   to	  account	   for	   these	   findings	  within	  our	  analysis	  and	   thereby	  readjusting	  our	  problem	  area. 
 
Semi-structured interviews Due	  to	  lack	  of	  resources	  and	  time	  the	  only	  possible	  option	  for	  the	  study	  was	  to	  conduct	  the	  interviews	   through	   telephone	   communication	   and	   Skype.	   When	   conducting	   these	  interviews,	  we	   decided	   to	   use	   a	  method	   of	   semi-­‐structured	   design.	   This	   design	   entails	   a	  great	  deal	  of	  advantages	  for	  our	  project.	  As	  our	  project	  is	  theory	  oriented	  and	  driven	  by	  our	  research	  question,	  there	  are	  certain	  topics	  that	  needs	  to	  be	  uncovered	  during	  the	  interview.	  The	  semi-­‐structured	  interview	  is	  therefore	  an	  excellent	  match,	  as	  it	  has	  a	  guideline	  of	  what	  information	   is	  needed	  (Kvale	  1996a,	  Legard	  et	  al	  2003).	  By	  using	  this	  guideline	  all	   topics	  will	   be	   covered.	   The	   interview	   then	   consist	   of	   a	   set	   of	   pre-­‐made	   open	   questions,	   which	  allows	  for	  the	  interviewer	  to	  probe	  and	  ask	  follow-­‐up	  question	  if	  needed	  in	  order	  to	  gain	  the	   proper	   information.	   This	   also	   allows	   the	   interviewee	   to	   elaborate	   and	   give	   rich	  answers.	   This	   is	   of	   high	   importance	   to	   the	   project,	   since	   subjectivity	   of	   the	   interviewee	  matters,	  as	  we	  are	  interested	  in	  their	  perception	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line.	   
 Furthermore,	  by	  conducting	  semi-­‐structured	  telephone	  interviews	  we	  are	  able	  to	  use	  our	  methods	   of	   content	   analysis,	   which	   will	   be	   explained	   further	   below.	   In	   this	   regard,	   an	  aspect	   of	   content	   analysis,	   is	   the	   latent	   content	   analysis.	   By	   using	   the	   method	   of	   latent	  content	   analysis	   we	   are	   able	   to	   analyse	   data	   that	   is	   not	   evident	   from	   the	   transcribed	  interview.	  This	  includes	  e.g.	  the	  tone,	  of	  the	  interviewee,	  silences	  and	  sighs	  (Elö	  &	  Kyngäs	  2007).	  Lastly,	  the	  telephone	  interview	  requires	  the	  interviewer	  to	  ask	  questions	  about	  their	  personal	  information,	  as	  we	  are	  not	  able	  to	  identify	  this	  by	  looking	  at	  the	  interviewee 
 
 
Qualitative content analysis Qualitative	  content	  analysis	  has	  become	  a	  widely	  used	  approach	  among	  researchers	  (Hsieh	  &	   Shannon	   2005).	   Given	   the	   popularity	   one	  might	   expect	   qualitative	   content	   analysis	   to	  have	  a	  formed	  guide	  in	  how	  to	  use	  and	  thus	  follow	  a	  strict	  recipe,	  but	  that	  is	  not	  the	  case.	  A	  definite	  definition	  of	  qualitative	   content	   analysis	   can	   in	   fact	   rarely	  be	   found	   (Kohlbacher	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2006;	  Elo	  &	  Kyngäs	  2007).	  The	  design	  of	  qualitative	  content	  analysis	  is	  up	  to	  the	  individual	  researcher	  while	  having	  in	  mind	  that	  some	  indicators	  are	  natural	  to	  include.	  The	  following	  definition	  of	  qualitative	  content	  analysis	  is	  thus	  an	  interpretation	  of	  how	  this	  project	  views	  qualitative	   content	   analysis	   with	   inspiration	   from	   existing	   literature	   on	   the	   matter	  	  (Mayring	   2000;	   Hsieh	   &	   Shannon	   2005;	   Kohlbacher	   2006;	   Elo	   &	   Kyngäs	   2007;	   Bryman	  2012a). 
 Qualitative	  content	  analysis	  is	  considered	  to	  be	  a	  flexible	  method	  for	  analysing	  data	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  the	  analytical	  approach	  ranges	  from	  interpretive	  and	  hermeneutic	  analysis	  to	  a	  strict	   and	   systematic	   one	   (Hsieh	   &	   Shannon	   2005).	   The	   objective	   of	   qualitative	   content	  analysis	  “...	  is	  to	  “provide	  knowledge	  and	  understanding	  of	  the	  phenomenon	  under	  study””	  (Downe-­‐Wamboldt	  1992:	  314,	  cited	   in	  Hsieh	  &	  Shannon	  2005).	  What	   is	  considered	  to	  be	  the	  given	  characteristics	  of	  qualitative	  content	  analysis	   is	   language	  as	   the	  core	   focus	  and	  thereby	   the	  communication	   taking	   form	   in	   the	  gathered	  data	  being	  content	  or	  contextual	  meaning	  of	   text	   (Hsieh	  &	  Shannon	  2005).	  Text	  should	  not	  be	  restricted	   to	  written	  words	  but	   also	   as	   audio,	   visual	   forms	   of	   text.	   The	   given	   data	   might	   have	   been	   gathered	   from	  narratives,	  surveys,	  interviews,	  observation,	  textbooks,	  official	  documents,	  journal	  articles,	  pictures,	  maps	  etc.	   In	   this	  project	   the	  chosen	  data	   is	  gathered	  primarily	   from	   interviews,	  textbooks	   and	   journal	   articles.	   The	   analytical	   approach	   of	   our	   project	   is	   seen	   as	   less	  systematic	   than	   the	   way	   other	   scholars	   might	   use	   qualitative	   content	   analysis	   and	   thus	  more	   interpretive	   and	   hermeneutic.	   It	   might	   arguably	   be	   placed	   in	   the	   middle	   ground	  between	   classical	   content	   analysis	   and	   pure	   interpretive	   and	   hermeneutic	   process.	   The	  subjective	   interpretation	   of	   the	   content	   of	   texts	   is	   conducted	   through	   semi-­‐structured	  process	  of	  extraction	  -­‐	  a	  process	  which	  will	  be	  dealt	  with	  further	  down. 
 
Deductive approach - an iterative process Choices	   and	   considerations	   do	   not	   end	  with	   the	   choice	   of	   qualitative	   content	   analysis.	   A	  researcher	  can	  choose	  a	  variety	  of	  ways	  from	  this	  point	  in	  how	  to	  conduct	  the	  analysis	  of	  subject	  at	  hand.	  This	  does	  not	  necessarily	  happen	  in	  a	   linear	  way,	  but	  can	  be	  an	   iterative	  process	  in	  the	  decision-­‐making	  (Bryman	  2012a).	  Given	  the	  fact	  that	  we	  are	  guided	  by	  our	  chosen	   theory	  we	   thus	   take	   a	   deductive	   approach.	   It	   is	   not	   always	   so	   that	   the	   choice	   of	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either	   inductive	   or	   deductive	   is	   a	   given	   for	   researchers	   to	   choose	   before	   engaging	   in	  research	  but	  rather	  something	  that	  is	  decided	  in	  the	  process	  when	  dealing	  with	  theory	  and	  empirical	  data.	  This	  iterative	  process	  of	  weaving	  back	  and	  forth	  between	  theory	  and	  data,	  which	   entails	   an	   element	   of	   induction,	   illustrates	   that	   there	   are	   no	   fine	   line	   between	  inductive	   and	  deductive	   approach,	  but	   that	  one	   can	   seem	  more	  dominant	   than	   the	  other	  (Bryman	  2012a).	  The	  dominant	  approach	  of	  this	  project	  is	  considered	  to	  be	  of	  a	  deductive	  one.	   On	   the	   basis	   of	   existing	   theory	   and	   knowledge	   about	   the	   phenomenon	   at	   study	   -­‐	  borders	  -­‐	  considerations	  are	  in	  that	  regard	  made	  in	  deducing	  a	  hypothesis	  which	  must	  then	  be	  subjected	  to	  empirical	  investigation	  (Bryman	  2012a:	  24). 
 The	   existing	   theory	   used	   by	   Zacher	   (2001),	   Holsti	   (2004),	   Storey	   (2012a	   ;	   2012b)	   and	  Rumford	   (2014)	   has	   been	   of	   significant	   consideration	   in	   deducing	   the	   hypothesis	   of	   this	  project	  together	  with	  the	  choice	  of	  case	  study.	  However,	  hypothesis	  and	  case	  study	  has	  on	  the	   other	   hand	   also	   been	   considered	   in	   the	   choice	   of	   theory	   and	   creation	   of	   theoretical	  framework.	  First	  mentioned	  has	  though	  been	  more	  dominant	  than	  the	  latter.	  That	  indicates	  that	  theory	  has	  shaped	  our	  project,	  guided	  our	  empirical	  data	  and	  furthermore	  helped	  us	  to	  understand	   the	   findings	   of	   our	   empirical	   data	   through	   the	   lenses	   of	   our	   theoretical	  framework	   (Bryman	   2012a).	   The	   process	   has	   as	   above	   mentioned	   been	   an	   iterative	  process	  back	  and	  forth	  between	  theory,	  hypothesis,	  case	  and	  empirical	  data	  which	  enables	  us	  to	  return	  to	  the	  aforementioned,	  revise	  and	  develop	  even	  further	  in	  shaping	  our	  project.	   
 
Directed content analysis As	   mentioned	   above	   we	   are	   taking	   a	   deductive	   approach	   which	   further	   influences	   our	  process	   of	   qualitative	   analysis.	   Given	   the	   fact	   that	   we	   thus	   use	   existing	   theory	   it	   came	  natural	   to	   use	   a	   directed	   content	   analysis	   after	   selecting	   the	   unit	   of	   analysis.	   Directed	  content	   analysis	   is	   regularly	   used	   in	   when	   researchers	   aim	   at	   testing	   existing	   data,	   or	  existing	   frameworks	   -­‐	   concepts,	   models	   or	   hypothesis	   -­‐	   in	   a	   new	   context	   with	   either	  primary	  or	   secondary	  data	   as	   empiri	   (Elo	  &	  Kyngäs	  2007;	  Hsieh	  &	  Shannon	  2005).	   “The	  main	   strength	   of	   a	   directed	   approach	   to	   content	   analysis	   is	   that	   existing	   theory	   can	   be	  supported	  and	  extended.	  In	  addition,	  as	  researchers	  in	  an	  area	  grows	  a	  directed	  approach	  makes	   explicit	   the	   reality	   that	   researchers	   are	   unlikely	   to	   be	   working	   from	   a	   naive	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perspective	   that	  often	  viewed	  as	   the	  hallmark	  of	  naturalistic	  designs.”	   (Hsieh	  &	  Shannon	  2005:	  1283).	  As	  aforementioned	  we	   intend	   to	  use	   the	   framework	  conducted	  by	  Rumford	  (2014)	  in	  testing	  our	  hypothesis.	  “The	  goal	  of	  a	  directed	  approach	  to	  content	  analysis	  is	  to	  validate	   or	   extend	   conceptually	   a	   theoretical	   framework	   or	   theory.”	   (Hsieh	   &	   Shannon	  2005:	   1281).	   This	   process	   in	   directed	   content	   analysis	   starts	   with	   selecting	   the	   unit	   of	  analysis.	   “A	   unit	   of	  meaning	   can	   consist	   of	  more	   than	   one	   sentence	   and	   contain	   several	  meanings”	  (Elo	  &	  Kyngäs	  2007:	  109).	  The	  unit	  of	  analysis	   in	  this	  projects	  is	  derived	  from	  interviews	  and	  secondary	  literature,	  which	  we	  will	  return	  to	  in	  detail	  further	  down. 
 
 Categorisation An	   analytical	   tool	   for	   analysing	   the	   above	  mentioned	   units	   is	   known	   to	   be	   the	   category	  application	  (Mayring	  2000;	  Hsieh	  &	  Shannon	  2005;	  Kohlbacher	  2006;	  Elo	  &	  Kyngäs	  2007).	  The	  choice	  and	  conduction	  of	  our	  category	  application,	  or	  categorisation	  matrix	  as	  it	  will	  be	  referred	  to,	  is	  guided	  by	  existing	  literature.	  This	  helps	  us	  to	  determine	  both	  the	  categories	  and	  the	  relationship	  in	  coding	  or	  extracting	  meaning	  out	  of	  data	  (Elo	  &	  Kyngäs	  2007;	  Hsieh	  &	  Shannon	  2005).	  Categories	  are	  as	  mentioned	  determined	  through	  existing	  literature	  in	  a	  deductive	  fashion,	  but	  in	  this	  process	  iterative	  processes	  arise,	  in	  the	  sense	  that	  categories	  and	  subcategories	  can	  be	  conducted	  through	  data,	   if	  some	  of	   the	  extracted	  meaning	  does	  not	  fit	   into	  the	  deductive	  categories	  (Elo	  &	  Kyngäs	  2007).	  This	  has,	   for	  instance,	  been	  the	  case	  with	   the	   three	  concepts	  seen	  below	   in	   figure	  1,	  which	  were	  not	   included	   in	   the	   first	  draft	   of	   the	   categorisation	  matrix.	   Furthermore,	   in	   analysing	   our	   data	   a	   further	   category	  would	  have	  been	  obvious	  to	  include-­‐	  namely	  power	  and	  the	  ‘tool	  to	  rule’.	  But	  this	  we	  chose	  to	  leave	  out	  for	  a	  future	  study,	  since	  it	  entails	  a	  server	  further	  investigation	  with	  resources	  and	  time	  not	  possible	  to	  meet	  during	  this	  study.	  Nonetheless	  the	  categorisation	  matrix	  for	  our	  study	  is	  visualised	  in	  figure	  1: 
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Figure 13 
 
 
 
Source:	  Authors 
 
 Figure explanation The	  purpose	  of	  this	  matrix,	  as	  above	  mentioned,	  is	  to	  help	  us	  extract	  the	  meaning	  out	  of	  our	  unit	  of	  analysis.	  It	  enable	  us	  to	  detect	  the	  perception	  of	  borders	  seen	  from	  a	  interstate	  and	  local	  population	  levels.	  The	  figure	  visualises	  our	  categorisation	  matrix	  into	  five	  parts	  (seen	  from	  left	  to	  right);	  Subject	  of	  study,	  Dimensions,	  Indicators,	  Concepts,	  and	  Levels.	  How	  does	  this	   figure	   then	   help	   us	   in	   understanding	   borders?	   We	   start	   from	   the	   far	   left	   with	   our	  subject	   of	   study	   -­‐	   borders.	   Borders	   are	   to	   be	   understood	   through	   the	   lenses	   of	   a	  cosmopolitan	   framework	   i.e.	   the	   four	   dimensions;	   vernacularization,	   unfixity/fixity,	  connectivity	  and	  multiperspectivism.	  The	  dimensions	  within	  the	  cosmopolitan	  framework	  entail	  several	  indicators	  on	  how	  to	  understand	  borders.	  As	  it	  has	  been	  argued	  in	  the	  theory	  section,	  borders	  cannot	  only	  be	  seen	  and	  understood	  at	  an	  interstate	  level	  but	  also	  from	  the	  local	   population	   level.	   In	   order	   to	   reach	   an	   understanding	   of	   the	   interstate	   and	   local	  
                                                
3	  Figure	  1	  is	  to	  be	  found	  in	  a	  larger	  and	  more	  visible	  version	  as	  an	  appendix 
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population	   levels,	   the	   indicators	   from	   the	   cosmopolitan	   framework	   needs	   to	   be	   seen	  through	  the	  lenses	  of	  the	  three	  concepts	  (legitimacy,	  injustice	  and	  sense	  of	  belonging).	  And	  through	  the	  lenses	  of	  the	  three	  concepts,	  perceptions	  of	  the	  border	  from	  an	  interstate	  	  and	  local	   population	   level	   can	   then	   be	   established	   individually.	   The	   dotted	   line	   furthermore	  indicates	   the	   relationship	  between	   the	   two	   levels	   and	  depending	  on	   the	  perceptions	  of	   a	  border	   seen	   through	   the	   three	   concepts	   a	   coherent	   or	   rather	   an	   incoherent	   relationship	  will	  then	  be	  highlighted.	  The	  established	  perception	  of	  a	  border	  between	  the	  two	  levels	  can	  then	   be	   transferred	   to	   the	   beginning	   of	   the	   process	   when	   studying	   borders	   -­‐	   thereby	  starting	  the	  circulation	  of	  understanding.	  In	  other	  words,	  the	  findings	  from	  the	  first	  round	  can	   then	   be	   taken	   into	   consideration	   as	   a	   new	   set	   of	   horizons	   in	   circulating	   the	   second	  round,	  third	  round	  and	  so	  forth. 
 
Subject-reference The	  above	   categorisation	  matrix	   shown	   in	   figure	  1,	   is	   considered	   to	  be	   conducted	  out	  of	  subject-­‐reference	   and	   not	   simply	   technique.	   When	   using	   a	   fixed	   set	   of	   techniques	   in	  analysing	   the	   extraction	   of	   data,	   researchers	  may	   risk	   disconnection	   from	   the	   subject	   of	  study	   (Mayring	   2000;	   Kohlbacher	   2006).	   Instead,	   as	   considered	   in	   this	   project,	   the	  procedures	   of	   analysis	   should	   be	   adapted	   depending	   on	   the	   subject	   of	   study,	   and	   in	   our	  case	  borders,	  and	  the	  complexity	  of	  borders.	  This	  also	  includes	  the	  possibility	  of	  adapting	  categories	  or	  subcategories	  guided	  by	  the	  unit	  of	  analysis	  in	  an	  iterative	  process. 
 
Unit of analysis As	  aforementioned	  the	  unit	  of	  analysis	   in	   this	  project	   is	  not	  only	  secondary	  data	   through	  texts	  defined	  by	  journal	  articles	  -­‐	  Storey	  (2012a;	  2012b),	  Rumford	  (2014),	  Mishra	  (2008),	  and	  Mahmud	  (2011)	   -­‐	   also	  primary	  data	   through	   interviews.	  What	   this	   choice	  means	   for	  our	  findings	  is	  that	  through	  interviews	  we	  are	  able	  to	  add	  a	  further	  perspective	  than	  just	  having	  secondary	  data.	  Thus	  getting	  us	  closer	  to	  the	  Durand	  Line	  and	  further	  clarifying	  the	  perception	   of	   borders	   especially	   from	   the	   border	   through	   statements	   from	   local	   people.	  Our	  secondary	  data	  enables	  us	  to	  get	  a	  deeper	  understanding	  of	  the	  political	  game	  around	  borders	  in	  a	  scholarly	  discussion	  and	  the	  historical	  narrative	  intertwined	  in	  this	  debate.	  We	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interpret	   scholarly	   work	   and	   arguments	   in	   order	   to	   get	   a	   deeper	   understanding	   of	   the	  perception	  of	  borders.	  This	  strategy	  might	  give	  us	  more	  insight	  of	  the	  perception	  looking	  at	  the	  border,	  but	  it	  is	  not	  limited	  to	  it.	  In	  the	  case	  of	  interviews	  we	  interpret	  their	  perception	  
from	  the	  border	  which	  further	  contributes	  to	  our	  own	  perception	  of	  the	  border	  -­‐	  becoming	  a	  perception	  of	  looking	  at	  the	  border. 
 
Reflections on findings This	   section	   will	   account	   for	   further	   reflections	   of	   the	   challenges	   with	   our	   findings	  including	   that	   of	   interviews,	   interviewees	   and	   lastly	  biases	   are	   taken	   into	   considerations	  when	  dealing	  with	  secondary	  literature. 
 
Reflections on interviews Performing	   interviews	   rarely	   come	   without	   challenges.	   Performing	   interviews	   over	  telephone	  can	  arguably	  be	  considered	  as	  an	  even	  harder	  task	  than	  face-­‐to-­‐face	   interview.	  What	   telephone	   communications	   lack	   is	   first	   and	   foremost	   the	   ability	   of	   observing	   body	  language.	   This	   restriction	   can	   prevent	   the	   interviewer	   from	   intercepting	   certain	   signals	  sent	   from	   the	   interviewee	   during	   the	   interview	   and	   vice	   versa.	   This	   can	   lead	   to	  misinterpretation,	   misunderstanding	   and	   possible	   conflicts	   in	   the	   communication.	  Furthermore	   there	   could	   be	   a	   challenge	   in	   keeping	   the	   interviewee	   interested	   in	   the	  conversation,	   as	   we	   experienced	   with	   for	   instance	   noise	   over	   the	   phone,	   and	   missing	  signals.	   Additionally	   the	   interviewee	   might	   provide	   short	   answers,	   therefore	   the	  interviewer	  has	  to	  able	  to	  probe	  and	  answers	  good	  follow-­‐up	  questions.	  	  	   
 What	  we	  further	  experienced	  as	  challenges	  when	  performing	  interviews	  was	  the	  fact	  that	  some	  interviewees	  were	  afraid	  to	  talk	  over	  the	  phone	  in	  regards	  to	  the	  worry	  about	  being	  recorded	  “online”.	  Given	  the	  fact	  that	  our	  subject	  of	  study	  -­‐	  detecting	  a	  border	  of	  conflict	  -­‐	  is	  a	   sensitive	   matter,	   the	   interviewees	   feared	   for	   the	   consequences	   of	   engaging	   in	   such	   a	  interview	  where	  questions	  in	  regards	  to	  this	  sensitive	  matter	  is	  asked.	  Political	  and	  military	  implications	   as	   stated	   in	   context	   chapter	   thus	  might	   restrain	   the	   interviewees	   to	   speak	   -­‐	  having	   the	   consequence	   that	   the	   agreed	   interviews	   fell	   through	   since	   the	   contacted	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interviewees	   refused	  upfront	  or	   later	  did	  not	  pick	  up	   the	  phone	  when	  scheduled.	  We	   for	  instance	  had	  contact	  with	  one	  interviewee	  at	  a	  wedding,	  but	  never	  resumed	  contact,	  which	  is	  exemplified	  below.	   
 
Reflections on the interviewees This	  part	  will	  entail	  a	  reflection	  on	  the	  context	  of	  the	  interviewees	  and	  the	  weaknesses	  and	  strengths	  of	  using	  the	  specific	  interviewees.	  This	  is	  done	  in	  order	  to	  better	  understand	  our	  interviewees	  and	  the	  interview	  process. 
 Seven	   people	   have	   been	   interviewed	   in	   this	   project	   amongst	   whom	   only	   one	   –	   namely,	  interviewee	  A5	   is	  of	  Tajik	  ethnicity,	  where	   the	  others	  are	  Pashtun.	  Although	  he	  does	  not	  live	  near	   the	  border	  he	   regularly	  encounters	   it,	   since	  he	   regularly	   travels	   to	  Pakistan	   for	  business.	  The	  reasons	  for	  why	  he	  has	  been	  added	  in	  the	  interviews	  are	  two-­‐folded:	  Firstly,	  to	  get	  a	  perspective	  of	  someone	  who	  regularly	  visits	   the	  border,	  but	  who	   is	  not	   from	  the	  border.	   Secondly,	   to	   have	   a	   perspective	   of	   someone	   who	   does	   not	   belong	   to	   Pashtun	  ethnicity.	  Apart	  from	  the	  reason	  for	  why	  A5	  was	  included	  in	  the	  interviews,	  the	  choice	  has	  its	  weaknesses.	  In	  having	  only	  one	  interviewee	  with	  a	  different	  ethnicity	  limits	  the	  content	  of	  findings	  in	  the	  interview	  given	  the	  fact	  that	  his	  ethnicity	  is	  not	  represented	  as	  much	  as	  the	  Pashtuns.	  His	  answer	  thus	  falls	  isolated	  from	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  interviewees.	  Therefore,	  he	  cannot	  represent	  a	  general	  perspective	  and	  cannot	  add	  a	  completely	  different	  dimension	  to	  the	  research	  and	  must	  be	  understood	  only	  in	  connection	  to	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  interviewees. It	   is	   worth	  mentioning	   that	   two	   of	   the	   interviews	   –	   namely,	   interview	   A5	   and	   A4	   were	  conducted	  in	  Dari	  language,	  while	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  interviews	  were	  in	  Pashto	  language.	  	  The	  consequences	  of	  doing	  the	  interview	  in	  Dari	  language	  could	  be	  that	  in	  these	  two	  interviews	  none	  of	  the	  interviewees	  mentioned	  the	  word	  ‘Pashtun’	  or	  Pashtana.	  This	  term	  was	  one	  of	  the	   most	   evident	   ones	   used	   by	   all	   other	   interviewees	   who	   were	   interviewed	   in	   Pashto	  language.	  Therefore,	   through	  these	  terms	  we	  could	  possibly	  detect	   their	  sense	  of	   identity	  and	  belonging	   to	  Pashtun	   tribe.	  Even	   though	   interviewee	  A4	   is	  of	  a	  Pashtun	  ethnicity,	  he	  still	   does	   not	   explicitly	   refer	   to	   the	   term	   ‘Pashtun’.	   While	   speaking	   in	   Pashto	   the	  interviewees	  possibly	   felt	  more	   close	   to	   Pashtun	   ethnicity	   and	   thus	   referred	   to	   the	   term	  more	  regularly. 
45 
Trust	   is	   a	   vital	   part	   of	   conducting	   interviews.	   Interviewee	   A1	   states	   that	   he	   recognises	  strangers	   from	   their	   faces	  and	  clothes	  and	   if	   they	  are	  not	  of	  his	   recognition,	   they	  will	  be	  questioned	   to	   identify	   themselves	   and	   their	  motives	  of	   entering	   the	   area.	  This	   is	   evident	  that	   for	   the	   locals	   face,	   clothes	  and	  direct	  dialogue	  are	   important	   to	  build	   trust.	  We	  have	  tried	   to	   maintain	   the	   highest	   possible	   level	   of	   trust	   between	   the	   interviewer	   and	   the	  interviewees.	   Therefore,	   we	   have	   approached	   the	   interviewees	   through	   channels	   and	  sources	   they	   trust	   such	   as,	   tribe	   elders.	   Nevertheless,	   not	   speaking	   face-­‐to-­‐face	   to	   all	   of	  them,	  except	  interviewee	  P2,	  has	  certainly	  decreased	  the	  level	  of	  trust.	  The	  consequences	  of	   this	   could	  be	   felt	  while	   interviewing	  P1,	   since	  he	   continued	  asking	  questions	   from	   the	  interviewer	   for	   the	   first	   six	  minutes	   to	  be	  sure	  of	  our	  motives.	  Furthermore,	   three	  of	   the	  people	   who	   ignored	   to	   do	   the	   interviews	   with	   us	   on	   the	   Pakistan	   side	   later	   explicitly	  mentioned	  to	  our	  sources	  that	  they	  would	  have	  only	  done	  the	  interview	  if	  they	  were	  to	  be	  conducted	   face-­‐to-­‐face	   -­‐	   as	  mentioned	   in	   challenges	   of	   interviews.	   Also	   the	   fact	   that	   our	  longest	   interview	  with	  P2	   that	   lasted	   for	  35	  minutes	  could	  be	  because	   the	   interview	  was	  conducted	  over	  Skype	  and	  there	  was	  some	  how	  a	  face-­‐to-­‐face	  connections. 
 
Biases This	  section	  accounts	   for	  a	  brief	  reflection	  on	  the	  biases	  of	   the	  main	  authors	  used	   in	   this	  study. The	   main	   literature	   that	   has	   steered	   our	   project	   is	   Rumford	   (2014).	   One	   of	   the	   main	  aspects	  of	  this	  literature	  that	  needs	  to	  be	  taken	  into	  consideration	  is	  the	  fact	  that	  Rumford	  (2014)	   focuses	  mainly	  on	   the	  European	  borders.	  Durand	  Line	   is	   unique	   in	   some	   regards	  and	  to	  some	  extent	  different	  from	  current	  European	  borders.	  Therefore,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  be	  aware	  of	   the	  weaknesses	  of	   the	   theoretical	   framework	  that	  mainly	  builds	  on	  Rumford	  (2014).	  More	  reflection	  on	  this	  will	  be	  presented	  in	  the	  analysis	  chapter	  of	  this	  study. 
 As	  far	  as	  our	  secondary	  data	  is	  considered,	  it	  is	  important	  to	  mention	  that	  in	  this	  study	  two	  different	  streams	  of	  authors	  have	  been	  observed.	  The	  first	  stream	  belongs	  to	  authors	  who	  take	   a	  Pakistani	   standpoint.	  Khan	  &	  Wagner	   (2013)	   and	  Giunchi	   (2013)	   are	   examples	  of	  authors	  belonging	  to	  this	  stream.	  Authors	  belonging	  to	  this	  stream,	  mainly	  argue	  that	  the	  Durand	  Line	  is	  a	  legitimate	  border,	  the	  demarcation	  of	  which	  took	  place	  during	  proper,	  but	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diplomatic	   negotiations	   between	   the	   Amir	   of	   Afghanistan	   and	   British	   delegation.	   These	  authors	  mainly	  come	  from	  Pakistan.	  However,	  the	  second	  stream	  argues	  mostly	  for	  lack	  of	  legitimacy,	   unjust	   demarcation	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line	   and	   they	   relate	   the	   current	   conflicts	  around	   the	   border	   to	   the	   demarcation	   in	   1893.	  Mahmud	   (2001)	   and	  Mishra	   (2008)	   are	  examples	  of	  the	  authors	  who	  belong	  to	  this	  stream	  and	  they	  mainly	  come	  from	  India.	  These	  biases	  were	  important	  to	  be	  realised	  in	  order	  for	  this	  study	  to	  balance	  itself.	  Moreover,	  the	  counter	  arguments,	  from	  both	  streams,	  have	  provided	  an	  academic	  platform	  in	  this	  study. 
 
Sub-conclusion In	  this	  chapter	  we	  have	  explained	  our	  choice	  of	  method	  and	  how	  our	  choices	  have	  affected	  our	  project.	  By	  using	  the	  case	  study	  research	  design,	  we	  were	  able	  to	  provide	  the	  project	  with	  in-­‐depth	  research.	  In	  order	  to	  choose	  a	  case	  that	  fitted	  with	  our	  research	  question,	  we	  fulfilled	   the	   criteria	   for	   a	   case	   study	  by	  Stake	   (1996)	   and	   the	  Durand	  Line	  as	   a	   case	  was	  chosen.	  Furthermore	  the	  case	  of	   the	  Durand	  Line	  stand	  as	  a	  strong	  empirical	  case,	  which	  has	  provided	  the	  project	  to	  analyse	  borders	  both	  from	  the	  interstate	  and	  local	  population	  level. 
 Our	  ontological	  and	  epistemological	  stance	  are	  that	  of	  the	   interpretivist.	  This	  allowed	  the	  project	  to	   interpret	  the	  different	  meanings	  and	  perception	  of	  borders	  by	   interpreting	  our	  empirical	   data	   of	   interviews	   and	   secondary	  data.	  Hermeneutics	   are	   an	   important	   part	   of	  being	  interpreting,	  as	  it	  provides	  a	  full	  meaning	  and	  allows	  for	  the	  subjectivity	  of	  the	  case	  study.	  Furthermore,	  by	  working	  in	  correlation	  with	  the	  hermeneutic	  circle	  we	  were	  able	  to	  broaden	  our	  understanding	  of	  borders. 
 The	   qualitative	   semi-­‐structured	   telephone	   interview	   has	   been	   our	   choice	   of	   method	   in	  order	  to	  obtain	  the	  perception	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	  from	  the	  local	  population	  level. As	   our	   analytical	   strategy	   we	   use	   qualitative	   content	   analysis.	   We	   do,	   however,	   linger	  between	  the	  classical	  content	  analysis	  and	  the	  hermeneutic,	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  we	  are	  less	  systematic	  in	  the	  analysis	  and	  that	  language	  is	  highly	  important	  for	  our	  interpretation.	  Our	  process	   balances	   between	   the	   iterative	   and	   deductive	   approach,	   in	   the	   sense	   that	  we	   in	  order	  to	  create	  a	  theoretical	  framework	  have	  been	  influenced	  by	  the	  strong	  empirical	  case	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of	   the	   Durand	   Line.	   By	   creating	   a	   categorisation	   matrix,	   we	   are	   able	   to	   create	   a	   more	  accurate	  analysis	  of	  our	  empirical	  data. 
 Lastly,	   our	   choice	   of	   methods	   also	   faced	   several	   challenges,	   especially	   related	   to	   the	  telephone	   interviews	   -­‐	   since	   several	   interviewees	   were	   afraid	   of	   being	   recorded	   due	   to	  military	   and	   political	   problems	   it	   created	   a	   difficulty	   in	   getting	   the	   efficient	   amount	   of	  interviews. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
48 
Chapter 5 - Analysis and Discussion 
 
“To	  draw	  a	  border	  is	  to	  establish	  an	  identity	  and	  to	  establish	  an	  identity	  is	  to	  draw	  a	  
border.”	  (Kesby	  2007:	  109)	  	   
 This	  present	  chapter	  provides	  an	  analysis	  and	  discussion	  of	  the	  interviews	  conducted	  with	  people	   living	  on	  the	  Durand	  Line	  further	  backed	  by	  arguments	  of	  Storey	  (2012a;	  2012b),	  Rumford	   (2014),	  Mishra	   (2008),	   and	  Mahmud	   (2011).	   The	   analytical	   framework	   outline	  further	   above	  will	   be	   applied	   in	   the	   analysis	   and	   extraction	   of	   data	   from	   the	   interviews.	  These	   findings	   will	   be	   discussed	   in	   the	   light	   of	   the	   so-­‐called	   interstate	   level	   framework	  found	   in	   the	   broader	   border-­‐literature.	   Hence,	   the	   perspective	   from	   the	   border	   will	   be	  interpreted	  in	  the	  light	  of	  the	  perspective	  looking	  at	  the	  border. First,	   however,	   the	   seven	   interviewees	   will	   shortly	   be	   introduced,	   providing	   basic	  information	  such	  as	  nationality,	  ethnicity,	  sex,	  age,	  place	  of	  residence,	  and	  occupation.4	  	   	    	   Interviewee	  1	  (A1)5 A1	  is	  a	  male	  from	  Afghanistan	  and	  is	  of	  Pashtun	  ethnicity.	  He	  is	  approximately	  40	  years	  old	  and	  lives	  about	  1km	  from	  the	  Durand	  Line,	  in	  North	  Waziristan	  in	  a	  village	  named	  Zhawar	  in	  Gurbaz	  district.	  A1	  has	  lived	  there	  all	  of	  his	  life.	  He	  refers	  to	  himself	  as	  poor	  and	  explains	  that	  he	  has	  different	  jobs	  in	  order	  to	  make	  a	  living,	  such	  as	  collecting	  wood	  and	  taking	  care	  of	  livestock. 
 
 
 
Interviewee	  2	  (A2) A2	  is	  like	  A1,	  a	  male	  from	  Afghanistan	  and	  of	  Pashtun	  ethnicity.	  He	  is	  36	  years	  of	  age,	  and	  lives	  100	  meters	  from	  the	  Durand	  Line.	  He	  lives	  in	  Khost	  province,	  in	  Jaji	  Maidan	  district	  in	  
                                                
4 We	  have	  chosen	  to	  omit	  all	  of	  the	  interviewees’	  names	  from	  the	  project,	  despite	  some	  permitted	  the	  use	  of	  their	   full	   name.	   The	   names	   are	   also	   omitted	   in	   the	   transcripts	   of	   the	   interviews.	   However,	   the	   names	   are	  known	  by	  the	  authors	  of	  this	  study. 
5 The	  letter	  A	  represents	  interviewee	  being	  of	  Afghan	  nationality.	  P	  represents	  the	  interviewee	  being	  from	  Pakistan.	  The	  number	  mainly	  serves	  to	  demarcate	  the	  different	  interviewees. 
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a	  village	  called	  Zazai.	  He	  has	  been	  living	  in	  that	  village	  for	  two	  years.	  Before	  that	  he	  used	  to	  live	  as	  a	  nomad,	  however	  for	  the	  last	  two	  years	  the	  Pakistani	  government	  have	  refused	  him	  to	  cross	  over	  the	  border.	  A2	  takes	  care	  of	  his	  livestock	  for	  a	  living,	  however	  it	  is	  a	  job	  that	  has	  been	  made	  difficult	  the	  last	  two	  years	  by	  the	  Pakistani	  government	  restricting	  access	  to	  Pakistan. 
 
Interviewee	  3	  (A3) A3	  is	  a	  38	  years	  old	  man	  from	  Afghanistan.	  He	  too	  is	  ethnic	  Pashtun.	  He	  lives	  2km	  from	  the	  Durand	  Line	  in	  Tannai	  district	  of	  Khost	  province.	  He	  has	  lived	  in	  the	  village	  all	  his	  life.	  He	  owns	  a	  petrol	  station,	  and	  makes	  a	  living	  from	  selling	  petrol,	  tea,	  and	  other	  kinds	  of	  food,	  some	  of	  which	  he	  imports	  from	  Pakistan.	  	   
 
Interviewee	  4	  (A4) A4	   is	   an	   Afghan	  male	   and	   the	   oldest	   of	   the	   interviewees.	   He	   is	   68	   years	   old	   and	   also	   is	  ethnic	  Pashtun.	  Currently,	  he	  lives	  in	  Kabul	  but	  also	  has	  a	  home	  in	  Haska	  Menai	  in	  Shinwar.	  At	   present	   he	   works	   for	   the	   International	   Committee	   of	   Red	   Cross	   in	   Kabul,	   and	   has	  previously	  served	  as	  an	  officer	  in	  the	  Afghan	  Security	  Forces.	  	  	  	   
 
Interviewee	  5	  (A5) A5	  is	  a	  46	  years	  old	  male	  residing	   in	  Kabul,	  where	  he	  has	   lived	  most	  of	  his	   life.	  He	   is	  not	  Pashtun	   as	   the	   other	   interviewees,	   but	   instead	   belongs	   to	   another	   Afghan	   ethnicity	   -­‐	  namely,	   the	   Tajik.	   A5	   is	   a	   businessman	   and	   owns	   shop	   in	   Kabul	   that	   imports	   and	   sells	  Pakistani	  clothes.	  Since	  1995	  he	  has	  thus	  regularly	  traveled	  to	  Pakistan	  for	  business. A5	  is	   in	   important	  matters	  standing	  out	   from	  the	  other	   interviewees,	  and	  -­‐	  as	  mentioned	  further	   above	   -­‐	   was	   considered	   as	   interviewee	   to	   add	   a	   perspective	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line	  from	  someone	  not	  residing	  in	  the	  border	  area,	  but	  who	  regularly	  encounters	  the	  border.	  	  	   
 
	  
	  
Interviewee	  6	  (P1) 
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P1	  is	  a	  male	  from	  Pakistan.	  He	  is	  36	  years	  old	  and	  is	  also	  of	  Pashtun	  ethnicity.	  He	  lives	  in	  Bajaur	   agency	   right	   at	   the	   border.	   He	   works	   in	   Peshawar	   as	   a	   professor/scholar	   at	  Peshawar	  University. 
 
Interviewee	  7	  (P2) P2	   is	  a	  Pakistani	  male	  and	   is	  ethnic	  Pashtun	  as	   the	  vast	  majority	  of	   the	   interviewees.	  He	  originally	   lived	   in	   Ahmadzai	  Wazir	   in	   South	  Waziristan,	   but	   currently	   lives	   in	   Peshawar	  where	  he	  is	  working	  on	  his	  Phd.	  	   Following	  this	  introduction,	  we	  will	  present	  our	  analysis	  and	  discussions	  of	  the	  findings.	  It	  is	  mainly	  structured	  around	  the	  four	  dimensions	  of	  Rumford’s	  (2014)	  cosmopolitan	  border	  framework,	  the	  derived	  indicators	  and	  concepts.	  	  	   
 
Vernacularization As	  mentioned	  above,	   this	  section	  will	  highlight	  parts	  of	   the	  analysis	  which	  are	  concerned	  with	  societal	  borders,	  invisible	  borders,	  and	  non-­‐state	  actors	  doing	  borderwork. When	  analysing	  the	  interviews	  in	  the	  light	  of	  vernacularization,	  it	  becomes	  evident	  from	  a	  great	  majority	   of	   the	   interviews	   that	   there	   is	   a	   shared	   conception	   of	   an	   invisible	   border	  demarcated	  by	  Pashtun	   ethnicity	   -­‐	   an	   invisible	  border	   transcending	   the	  Durand	  Line.	  An	  example	  of	  this	  is	  shown	  in	  A1’s	  statement:	  “We	  are	  one	  tribe	  and	  one	  Pashtana	  [Pashtun].	  Everyone	  there	  [referring	  to	  the	  Pakistani	  side]	  are	  Pashtuns	  and	  they	  are	  all	  Afghans”	  (A1,	  2.a).	   This	   statement	   indicates	   clearly	   that	   the	   identity	   of	   the	   people	   located	   around	   the	  border	  is	  perceived	  as	  being	  one	  people,	  yet	  divided	  by	  the	  Durand	  Line.	  Viewed	  from	  the	  border,	   there	   is	   thus	   an	   invisible	   border	   shaped	   by	   Pashtun	   ethnicity	   transcending	   the	  nation-­‐state	  border	  represented	  by	  the	  Durand	  Line.	  Furthermore,	   in	  elaborating	  on	  how	  the	  Durand	  Line	  has	  affected	  him,	  A1	  claims	  that	  “[t]his	  has	  definitely	  affected	  us,	  because	  we	  Pashtuns	  never	  accept	  a	  divide	  amongst	  us.	  We	  will	  never	  accept	  a	  divide	  of	  the	  tribe,	  never	  ever”	   (A1,	  4.a).	  This	   is	  also	  brought	  up	  by	  A2,	  who	  states,	   “[i]t	   is	  a	  divide	  amongst	  Pashtuns.	  If	  we	  are	  divided	  they	  can	  rule	  over	  us,	  but	  if	  we	  are	  one	  they	  can’t”	  (A2,	  4.d). A5,	  neither	  being	  a	  Pashtun	  nor	  living	  in	  the	  border	  area,	  does	  not	  make	  any	  references	  to	  the	  invisible	  border	  demarcated	  by	  Pashtun	  ethnicity.	  He	  does	  not	  mention	  ‘Pashtun’	  at	  any	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time	  during	  the	  interview.	  This	  can	  indicate	  that	  the	  invisible	  border	  in	  reality	  is	  ‘invisible’	  for	   people	   not	   being	   a	   part	   of	   it	   -­‐	   or	   close	   to	   it,	   either	   in	   space	   or	   connection.	   A4	   -­‐	   also	  residing	  in	  Kabul	  and	  thus	  not	  close	  to	  the	   invisible	  border	  -­‐	  does	  however	  recognise	  the	  invisible	  border.	  He	  indirectly	  mentions	  that	  he	  perceives	  the	  people	  at	  the	  border	  as	  one	  unit,	   as	   he	   believes	   they	   must	   be	   asked	   and	   heard	   in	   order	   to	   find	   a	   solution	   to	   the	  instability	  of	  the	  border	  (A4,	  4.a,	  4.b).	  However,	  A4	  in	  opposition	  to	  A5,	  is	  connected	  to	  the	  Pashtuns	  via	  shared	  ethnicity,	  which	  might	  explain	  why	  he	   ‘sees’	  the	  invisible	  border	  and	  A5	  does	  not.	  It	  should,	  however,	  be	  mentioned	  that	  A4	  does	  not	  apply	  the	  word	  ‘Pashtun’	  when	  discussing	  the	  people	  residing	  in	  the	  border	  area,	  but	  the	  reference	  he	  makes	  to	  ‘the	  people’	   in	   question	   4.a	   and	   4.b	   is	   clearly	   understood	   from	   the	   context	   to	   exemplify	   the	  Pashtuns. 
 On	   the	   Pakistani	   side	   of	   the	   border,	   P1	   indicates	   a	   similar	   view	   of	   a	   Pashtun	   ethnicity	  transcending	  the	  Durand	  Line	  border.	  He	  claims,	  “I	  don’t	  know	  and	  don’t	  see	  any	  difference	  between	  people	  on	  both	  sides	  of	  the	  border.	  When	  I	  travelled	  to	  Afghanistan,	  I	  did	  not	  see	  any	   difference.	   I	   found	   nothing	   incredibly	   different.	   It	   was	   the	   same	   place,	   the	   same	  Pakhtoon,	   the	  same	  culture,	   the	  same	   language,	  everything	  was	   the	  same.	   I	  only	  saw	  one	  difference	   and	   that	   was	   in	   the	   behaviour	   of	   the	   Taliban…”	   (P1,	   4.d).	   P1	   here	   raises	   an	  interesting	   point,	   as	   he	  mentions	   a	   difference	   in	   the	   behaviour	   of	   the	   Taliban,	   and	   thus	  indicates	  a	  difference	  between	  the	  Pashtun	  nationalists	  and	  the	  islamists	  -­‐	  an	  us	  and	  them.	  This	   is	   further	   evident	   from	   the	   statement	   that	   the	   border	   “has	   different	   meaning	   to	  different	  people,	  some	  people	  ...	  we	  are	  having	  some	  Islamist	  understanding	  and	  those	  who	  are	  very	  much	  indebted	  to	  Pakistan	  they	  will	  certainly	  go	  in	  favor	  of	  Pakistan	  and	  verifying	  the	  validity	  of	  the	  current	  border,	  but	  those	  who	  are	  having	  some	  nationalistic	  tendencies,	  they	   will	   definitely	   oppose	   this	   demarcation.	   There	   are	   differences	   of	   opinions	   on	   this	  matter.	  There	  thus	  cannot	  be	  very	  much	  consensus	  on	  this	  issue.”	  (P1,	  4.a).	  	   
 A1,	  A2,	  and	  A3	  indicates	  the	  existence	  of	  an	  invisible	  border	  demarcated	  by	  Pashtun	  ethnic	  identity	   and	   nationalism	   -­‐	   thereby	   creating	   an	   us	   which	   transcends	   the	   existing	   Durand	  Line.	  P1’s	  statements	  are	  in	  line	  with	  this	  perception	  -­‐	  however,	  P1	  also	  demarcates	  a	  them	  -­‐	   the	  Islamist	  and	  Taliban	  -­‐	  which	   is	   in	  opposition	  to	  us.	  Furthermore,	  P1	  by	  pointing	  out	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the	   Islamists’	   favouring	   of	   Pakistan	   and	   thereby	   the	   validity	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line,	   also	  indicates	   the	  Pashtun	  nationalists’	  opposition	   to	  Pakistan	  as	  well	  as	   their	  rejection	  of	   the	  validity	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line.	  	   
 As	  discussed	  in	  chapter	  2,	  Pashtun	  nationalism	  on	  both	  sides	  of	  the	  border	  has	  existed	  in	  the	  border	  area	  since	  before	  the	  coming	  into	  being	  of	  the	  Pakistani	  state.	  The	  statements	  of	  the	  interviewees	  above	  clearly	  indicate	  that	  this	  identity	  framed	  around	  Pashtun	  ethnicity	  is	  strong	  and	  alive	  and	  poses	  a	  vital	  critique	  of	  Pakistan	  as	  well	  as	  	  the	  Durand	  Line.	  It	  is	  not	  clear	   what	   the	   objective	   of	   this	   Pashtun	   border-­‐land	   is	   -­‐	   self-­‐determination,	   autonomy,	  belonging	  to	  Afghanistan	  -­‐	  however,	   it	   is	  evident	  that	  the	  Pashtun	  perceive	  themselves	  as	  one	  people.	  Khan	  &	  Wagner’s	  argument	  that	  Pashtun	  on	  each	  side	  of	  the	  border	  probably	  not	   is	   “...as	   closely	   united	   as	   often	   perceived	   or	   expressed	   by	   Pashtun	   nationalists	   from	  Afghanistan.”	   (2013:	   24-­‐25)	   can,	   however,	   be	   challenged	   by	   the	   statements	   of	   the	  interviewees	  above.	  They	  clearly	  indicate	  the	  understanding	  of	  the	  Pashtun	  as	  a	  unity. 
 The	  existence	  of	  this	  invisible	  border	  demarcating	  the	  Pashtun	  ethnicity	  is	  thus	  an	  example	  of	   what	   Rumford	   (2014)	   depicts	   as	   a	   cosmopolitan	   border.	   It	   is	   cosmopolitan	   as	   it	  transcends	  the	  nation-­‐state	  border	  -­‐	  the	  Durand	  Line	  -­‐	  and	  is	  shaped	  by	  forces	  beyond	  or	  different	   from	   the	   state	   (ibid.:	   2).	   Studying	   this	   cosmopolitan	   border	   -­‐	   demarcated	   by	  ethnicity	   -­‐	   thus	   demands	   tools	   different	   than	   traditional	   border-­‐literature	   with	   a	   mere	  focus	  on	  nation-­‐states	  provides.	  Here	  insights	  of	  ethnicity,	  identity,	  and	  sense	  of	  belonging	  is	  of	  great	  importance.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   
 Furthermore,	  from	  the	  interviews	  on	  the	  Afghan	  side,	  it	  appears	  that,	  at	  least	  some	  people	  in	   the	  area	  are	  doing	  border-­‐work	  as	  non-­‐state	  actors.	  As	  A1	  says	  “[w]here	  we	   live	  there	  are	   all	   Pashtun	   tribes	  here,	   so	  we	  know	  each	  other,	   but	   if	   someone	  we	  don’t	   know,	   or	   a	  stranger	  passes	  by,	  we	  will	  definitely	  ask	  them.	  We	  will	  ask	  them,	  who	  they	  are,	  where	  they	  want	  to	  go?	  And	  why	  are	  they	  here?	  The	  ones	  we	  know,	  we	  have	  no	  problem	  with.	  If	  there	  are	  people	  from	  far	  away	  places,	  we	  recognise	  them	  by	  their	  faces	  and	  their	  clothes.”	  (A1,	  5.a).	   A1	   does	   not	  mention	  what	   happens	   to	   the	   strangers	   after	   this	   act	   of	   border-­‐work,	  though.	  If	  they	  contact	  and	  notify	  authorities	  or	  if	  they	  take	  any	  actions	  themselves	  is	  left	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unsaid	   by	   A1,	   but	   the	  main	   point	   here	   is	   the	   fact,	   that	   A1	   takes	   on	   the	   responsibility	   of	  doing	   border-­‐work.	   However,	  whether	   A1	   is	   upholding	   the	   nation-­‐state	   border	   between	  Pakistan	  and	  Afghanistan	   is	  doubtful	   from	  this	   statement.	  Taking	  his	  opening	  words	   into	  consideration,	  he	  strongly	  indicates	  that	  the	  ‘stranger’	  is	  the	  non-­‐Pashtun.	  Thereby,	  this	  act	  of	   border-­‐work	   seems	   to	   be	   an	   act	   to	   uphold	   the	   invisible	   (cosmopolitan)	   border	   of	  Pashtun	  identity. 
 Storey	   argues	   that	   “...	   territories,	   and	   the	  ways	   in	  which	   they	   are	   imagined,	   can	   play	   an	  important	   role	   in	   the	   formation	   of	   people’s	   self-­‐identity.”	   (2012a:	   9).	   As	   seen	   in	   the	  statements	   further	   above,	   territory	   is	   not	   confined	   to	   only	   belonging	   to	   the	   nation-­‐state.	  Rather,	  the	  people	  living	  on	  the	  Durand	  Line	  seems	  to	  understand	  themselves	  as	  belonging	  to	  another	   ‘territory’	   -­‐	  a	  cosmopolitan	   territory	  demarcated	  by	  Pashtun	  ethnicity	   -­‐	  which	  plays	  an	  important	  role	  in	  the	  formation	  of	  their	  self-­‐identity. 
 From	  the	  above,	  it	  thus	  becomes	  evident	  that	  the	  ‘territorialist	  epistemology’	  (Lapid	  2001:	  8),	   which	   assumes	   the	   nation-­‐state	   as	   the	   key	   actor	   in	   shaping	   identity	   and	   sense	   of	  belonging,	   falls	   short	   in	   explaining	   the	   perception	   of	   our	   interviewees’	   sense	   of	   Pashtun	  identity.	  The	  people	  on	   the	  border	   thus	  perceive	   themselves	  as	  ethnic	  Pashtun	   first	   -­‐	  not	  Afghans	  or	  Pakistani.	  This	  does	  not	  mean,	  they	  cannot	  -­‐	  or	  do	  not	  -­‐	  perceive	  themselves	  as	  Afghans	  or	  Pakistani,	  merely,	   that	   they	   first	   of	   all	   identify	   themselves	  as	  Pashtun.	  This	   is	  evident	  in	  the	  statement	  of	  A1,	  presented	  further	  above,	  in	  which	  he	  argues	  that	  all	  Pashtun	  are	  Afghan,	  however,	  with	  a	  strong	  emphasis	  on	  the	  Pashtun	  as	  the	  fundamental	  aspect	  of	  identity	  (A1,	  2.a).	  Thus	  indicating	  that	  identity	  is	  not	  a	  zero-­‐sum	  phenomenon	  (Holsti	  2004:	  Ellingsen	  2000:	  13,	  cited	  in	  Holsti	  2004:108).	   
 Mahmud,	  citing	  Kabir	  (2009),	  argues	  that	  “”[t]he	  territoriality	  of	  the	  nation-­‐state”	  seeks	  to	  “impose	  supreme	  epistemic	  control	   in	   creating	   the	  citizen-­‐subject	  out	  of	   the	   individual.””	  (Mahmud	  2011:	  Kabir	  2009,	  cited	  in	  Mahmud	  2011:	  49).	  The	  Durand	  Line	  can	  in	  this	  light	  be	   interpreted	   as	   a	  means	   to	   impose	   control	   over	   sense	  of	   belonging	   and	   identity	   of	   the	  individual	  Pashtun	   -­‐	   creating	   either	   an	  Afghan	  or	  Pakistani	   citizen.	  However,	   as	   it	   seems	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evident	  from	  the	  analysis	  of	  the	  interviews,	  the	  perception	  of	  the	  people	  on	  the	  border	  is	  in	  conflict	  with	  the	  ‘territorialist’	  perception.	  	   
 Mahmud	  argues	  that	  the	  postcolonial	  state	  is	   in	  a	  crisis,	  which	  “...	  stems	  from	  its	  artificial	  boundaries	  and	  the	  specter	  of	  the	  colonial	  still	  haunt	  the	  postcolonial	  nation."	  (2011:	  50).	  The	   root	   causes	   to	   this	   crisis	   can	   to	   a	   large	   extent	   be	   found	   in	   the	   fact	   that	   “...	   colonial	  demarcations,	  with	   little	  regard	   for	   the	  history,	  culture,	  or	  geography	  of	   the	  region,	  often	  split	   cultural	   units	   or	   placed	   divergent	   cultural	   identities	   within	   a	   common	   boundary.”	  (ibid.).	   Here,	  however,	   the	   interviewees	  perception	  of	   first	  of	  all	  being	  Pashtun	  can	  highlight	   the	  crisis	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	  as	  an	  'artificial	  boundary'	  drawn	  'with	  little	  regard	  for	  the	  history,	  culture,	   or	   geography	   of	   the	   region'.	   A	   border	   that	   have	   'split	   cultural	   units'	   and	   'placed	  divergent	  cultural	  identities	  within	  a	  common	  boundary'.	  Arguably,	  this	  lack	  of	  coherence	  between	  the	  perception	  of	  identity	  at	  the	  border	  and	  the	  territorialist	  claim	  for	  citizenship	  of	   a	   nation-­‐state	   creates	   a	   conflict,	   which	   brings	   the	   Durand	   Line	   into	   a	   state	   of	   crisis.	  Mishra	   (2008)	   further	   supports	   this	   argument,	   as	   he	   states	   that	   “[t]heir	   geographic	  irrationality	  was	  bettered	  only	  by	  their	  callous	  separation	  of	  demographic	  -­‐	  social,	  cultural,	  linguistic	   and	   religious	   -­‐	   continuities.”	   (Mishra	   2008:	   110)	   	   This	   clearly	   indicates,	   as	  mentioned	  above,	  that	  the	  demarcation	  of	  the	  border	  created	  a	  conflict.	   
 In	   sum,	   by	   analysing	   the	   interviews	   in	   the	   light	   of	   vernacularization,	   attention	   has	   been	  directed	  at	  how	  invisible	  border	  like	  the	  one	  of	  Pashtun	  ethnicity	  transcends	  the	  traditional	  interstate	  level	  border,	  as	  the	  Durand	  Line	  represents	  a	  divide	  through	  the	  Pashtun	  people	  living	  in	  the	  surrounding	  area.	   It	   is	  shown	  that	  the	  understanding	  of	  this	  border	  entails	  a	  complexity	  which	  the	  mainstream	  interstate	   level	  understanding	  does	  not	  capture.	   In	   the	  interviews	  we	  could	  derive	  information	  on	  all	  of	  the	  indicators	  -­‐	  societal	  borders,	  invisible	  borders,	  and	  non-­‐state	  actors	  doing	  borderwork	  -­‐	  which	  enabled	  us	  to	  takes	  this	  one	  step	  further	  and	  detect	  a	  Pashtun	  identity	  taking	  precedence	  over	  any	  national	  identity. 
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Multiperspectivalism A	  key	  theme	  in	  this	  section	  is	  how	  the	  perspective	  from	  the	  border,	  shifts	  the	  focus	  from	  the	  traditional	   view	   of	   borders	   as	   a	   security	  measure	   for	   state	   and	   population	   to	   something	  different.	  As	  will	  be	  argued,	  the	  Durand	  Line	  seen	  from	  the	  border,	  is	  rather	  a	  measure	  that	  restricts	  mobility	  and	  divides	  an	  entity	  that	  ultimately	  perceive	  itself	  as	  one.	  	   
 Several	  of	  the	  interviewees	  (in	  particular	  A2	  and	  A3)	  point	  out	  some	  interesting	  aspects	  in	  this	   regard.	   When	   their	   statements,	   representing	   a	   perspective	   from	   the	   border,	   are	  investigated	   further,	   two	   aspects	   stand	   out.	   One,	   that	   the	   people	   in	   the	   border	   area	   are	  facing	  increasing	  restrictions	  on	  their	  mobility;	  and	  second,	  that	  this	  has	  consequences	  on	  their	  everyday	  life	  and	  traditional	  way	  of	  living. 
 The	  increased	  restriction	  on	  people's	  mobility	  is	  closely	  linked	  to	  an	  increased	  fixity	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line,	  which	  will	  be	  further	  investigated	  in	  the	  following	  section.	  Here,	  however,	  we	  will	  establish	  that	  seen	  from	  the	  border,	  conditions	  according	  to	  A2	  and	  A3	  have	  changed	  recently	  in	  a	  manner	  that	  has	  a	  crucial	  impact	  on	  people’s	  life.	  A2	  claims,	  “[w]e	  have	  a	  lot	  of	  relatives	  on	  the	  other	  side,	  we	  used	  to	  visit	  them	  before,	  but	  now	  we	  can’t.	  These	  security	  measures	  have	  been	  put	  in	  the	  last	  two	  years	  and	  one	  and	  half	  years.	  Sometimes,	  they	  don’t	  even	   allow	  us	  with	   a	  passport.”	   (A2,	   2.f).	  A2	   goes	   further	   on	   to	   state	   that	   “[i]t	   has	   really	  affected	  us	  badly,	  before	  it	  was	  very	  easy	  to	  go	  and	  come	  back,	  but	  now,	  it	  is	  very	  difficult.	  The	  Punjabi	  government	  is	  very	  strict.	  “	  (A2,	  3.a).	  For	  A2,	  whom	  used	  to	  live	  as	  a	  nomad	  -­‐	  moving	  his	  livestock	  back	  and	  forth	  between	  Afghan	  and	  Pakistani	  territory	  depending	  on	  the	  season	  (A2,	  1.b)	  -­‐	  the	  restriction	  on	  mobility	  has	  meant	  a	  change	  in	  way	  of	  living.	  Now	  he	  can	  no	  longer	  live	  a	  nomadic	  lifestyle,	  but	  has	  to	  stay	  in	  one	  location.	  Currently,	  he	  has	  been	   staying	   for	   two	   years	   in	   the	   village	   Zazai	   (A2,	   1.b,	   1.c).	   He	   describes	   the	   changed	  circumstances	  in	  negative	  terms,	  referring	  to	  the	  restricted	  mobility	  as	  making	  life	  harder	  than	  previously.	  He	  says	  about	  his	  present	  life,	  “I	  have	  livestock	  and	  I	  take	  care	  of	  animals.	  We	  do	  not	  have	  another	  job.	  Now,	  this	  job	  has	  gotten	  very	  hard,	  my	  brother,	  it	  has	  become	  very	  difficult,	  because	   the	  Pakistan	  government	   is	  not	  allowing	  us	   to	   the	  other	  side”	   (A2,	  1.d).	  Seen	  from	  the	  border,	  A2	  describes	  changes	  on	  the	  border	  that	  has	  crucial	  impact	  on	  his	   life	   and	   his	   traditional	   way	   of	   living,	   imposed	   by	   actors	   (the	   Pakistani	   and	   Afghan	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government)	  looking	  at	  the	  border.	  The	  state	  actors	  are	  concerned	  with	  increasing	  security	  and	  fixing	  the	  borders,	  for	  A2	  this	  means	  a	  deprivation	  of	  his	  traditional	  way	  of	  living	  and	  increased	  hardship. 	   A3	  also	   indicates	  a	  recent	  change	   in	   the	  ease	  of	  crossing	   the	  Durand	  Line.	  He	  says,	   “[m]y	  whole	  life	  has	  been	  spent	  in	  traveling	  to	  Pakistan	  and	  coming	  back	  here.	  There	  are	  not	  a	  lot	  of	   problems,	   but	   recently,	   things	   have	   changed	   a	   bit...”	   (A3,	   2.a).	   He	   furthermore	   brings	  attention	  to	  how	  he	  in	  the	  past	  did	  not	  need	  neither	  passport	  nor	  visa	  to	  cross	  the	  Durand	  Line	  -­‐	  now	  however,	  he	  needs	  both	  (A3,	  2.d).	  For	  A3	  the	  increased	  difficulties	   in	  crossing	  the	  Durand	  Line,	  has	  not	  led	  to	  a	  change	  of	  way	  of	  living	  as	  has	  been	  the	  case	  for	  A2.	  Rather,	  the	  consequences	  for	  A3	  is	  merely	  increased	  difficulties	  when	  crossing	  the	  border. 
 For	  both	  A2	  and	  A3	  we	  see	  an	  increase	  in	  the	  fixity	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line,	  which	  affects	  their	  everyday	  life.	  Even	  though	  the	  consequences	  for	  them	  are	  each	  different,	   it	   is	  argued	  that	  both	  consequences	  include	  an	  increase	  in	  difficulty	  of	   life.	  This	  evidence	  from	  the	  ground	  indicates	   conflict	   with	   a	   fixed	   border.	   This	   contradicts	   with	   the	   state	   level	   view	   which	  argues,	  as	  stated	  in	  the	  theory	  section,	  that	  only	  a	  fixed	  border	  can	  uphold	  stability.	  On	  the	  contrary	  though,	  as	  Mahmud	  (2011)	  argues,	  a	  fixed	  and	  clear	  boundary	  does	  not	  stabilise	  conflict.	   “Pervasive	   postcolonial	   territorial	   and	   self-­‐determination	   conflicts,	   however,	  reveal	   that	   such	   a	   mandated	   spatial	   fixity	   and	   temporal	   clarity	   of	   boundaries	   [uti	  possidetis]	   does	   not	   keep	   these	   conflict	   in	   check.”	   (Mahmud	   2011:	   63).	   Mishra	   (2008)	  argues	   that	   “[b]oundaries	   enable	   territoriality	   to	   reify	   power,	   depersonalise	   social	  relationships,	  oversimplify	  and	  distort	  social	  realities,	  all	  in	  the	  interest	  of	  control.”	  (Mishra	  2008:113).	   	  This	   support	  Mahmud,	  as	  borders	  are	   seen	   to	  be	   rather	   the	  cause	  of	   conflict	  and	  not	  the	  solution.	   Furthermore,	  as	  argued	  by	  Rumford	  (2014),	  the	  complexity	  of	  a	  border	  cannot	  be	  seen	  only	  from	  a	  perspective	  of	   security.	   So	   in	  order	   to	  understand	   the	  perception	  of	   a	  border,	  we	  must	  go	  beyond	  the	  view	  of	  state	  level	  and	  its	  focus	  on	  stability	  and	  security	  and	  interpret	  the	  voice	  from	  the	  local	  population	  -­‐	  in	  this	  case	  A2	  and	  A3,	  the	  restriction	  on	  their	  mobility	  and	  their	  feeling	  of	  injustice. 
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A1	  has	  a	  different	  experience	  than	  A2	  and	  A3.	  His	  experience	  from	  the	  border	  does	  not	  see	  a	  restriction	  in	  mobility,	  which	  to	  a	  large	  extent	  can	  be	  explained	  by	  him	  mainly	  traveling	  through	   the	   mountains	   when	   crossing	   the	   border.	   He	   explains,	   “[t]here	   are	   not	   a	   lot	   of	  security	  measures	  in	  the	  mountains.	  Of	  course,	   if	  one	  goes	  through	  the	  public	  roads,	  then	  they	  will	  be	  asked	  for	  passport	  and	  go	  through	  security	  checks	  or	  at	  least	  they	  will	  be	  asked	  where	   are	   they	   going	   and	   what	   for.	   We	   mostly	   go	   through	   the	   mountain	   routes,	   but	  sometimes	  we	  also	  go	  through	  the	  public	  roads,	  if	  the	  need	  rises.”	  (A1,	  2.d).	  	   A1	  further	  bring	  attention	  to	  an	  interesting	  aspect.	  He	  passionately	  describes	  the	  oneness	  and	  connectedness	  of	  the	  Pashtun	  people	  transcending	  the	  Durand	  Line.	  An	  example	  of	  this	  might	  be	  a	  statement	  like	  this,	  “[s]ince	  we	  are	  one	  tribe,	  there	  will	  definitely	  be	  connections	  amongst	   us	   and	   we	   will	   visit	   one	   another.	   There	   are	   not	   only	   hundreds	   of	   Gurbaz	  tribesmen,	  but	  also	   thousands	  of	  Pashtuns	   living	  on	  both	  sides,	  so	   it	   is	  one	  Pashtun	  tribe	  and	  we	  have	  the	  same	  culture	  and	  the	  same	  language.	  Therefore,	  we	  are	  connected	  and	  we	  visit	  one	  another.”	  (A1,	  2.f).	  A	  perspective	  like	  this	  from	  the	  border	  consequently	  sees	  the	  Durand	  Line	  as	  a	  border	  that	  attempts	  to	  divide	  the	  Pashtuns,	  whom	  A1	  describes	  as	  ‘one	  tribe’	  (A1,	  2.a).	  How	  the	  Durand	  Line	  serves	  to	  connect,	  or	  maybe	  rather	  disconnect,	  will	  be	  elaborated	  upon	  in	  the	  Connectivity	  section	  further	  below. 
 In	  sum,	  the	  view	  from	  the	  people	  living	  on	  border	  brings	  attention	  to	  different	  experiences	  of	  the	  people.	  First,	   it	  becomes	  evident	  that	  state	  perception	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	  and	  local	  population	   perception	   of	   the	   border	   are	   very	   different.	   Furthermore,	   it	   can	   be	   identified	  that	  the	  Durand	  Line	  does	  impact	  the	  lives	  of	  the	  locals	  and	  thus	  the	  traditional	  interstate	  understanding	  of	  a	  border	  is	  insufficient. 
 
Un/fixity When	  determining	  the	  degree	  of	  the	  border’s	  un/fixity,	  indications	  of	  the	  degree	  of	  which	  the	  border	  is	  institutionalised	  and	  visibility	  of	  border	  control,	  is	  searched	  for.	  Furthermore,	  a	   distinction	   between	   the	   individual	   perceptions	   and	   the	   individual	   experiences	   of	   the	  interviewees	  will	  be	  made.	  These	  two	  aspects	  are	  very	  much	   intertwined,	   influenced	  and	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shaped	  by	  each	  other.	  Additionally,	  these	  two	  aspects	  are	  depending	  on	  both	  the	  time	  and	  space	  in	  which	  the	  perceptions	  and	  experiences	  are	  created. 
 In	  the	  past	  the	  Pashtun	  tribes	  have	  been	  living	  as	  a	  nomadic	  people,	  and	  still	  some	  do	  as	  is	  evident	   from	   the	   interviews	   (Omrani	   &	   Ledwidge	   2009).	   Living	   as	   nomads	   requires	   a	  certain	   degree	   of	   unfixity	   of	   borders	   as	   mobility	   is	   key	   for	   the	   prosperity	   of	   livestock.	  However,	   it	   is	   apparent	   throughout	   the	   interviews	   that,	   the	   border	   has	   increased	  substantially	  in	  fixity	  over	  the	  last	  one	  and	  a	  half	  to	  two	  years.	  The	  Pakistani	  government	  has	   increased	  the	  military	  activity	   in	   the	  border	  area	  on	  their	  side	  and	  made	   it	  harder	  to	  cross	  the	  border	  without	  going	  through	  officiel	  checkpoints	  with	  the	  right	  papers.	  This	  is	  a	  point	  which	   is	  mentioned	   in	  both	   the	  Afghan	  and	  Pakistani	   interviews	   (A2;	  A3;	  P1).	  This	  implicates	   that	   the	   degree	   of	   which	   the	   border	   is	   fixed	   or	   unfixed	   is	   depending	   on	   the	  timeline	  used.	  This	  implies	  that	  the	  borders	  fixity	  or	  unfixity	  is	  in	  constantly	  shifting. Additionally,	  the	  place,	  or	  geographical	  location,	  also	  plays	  a	  substantial	  role	  in	  un/fixity.	  At	  this	  time,	  the	  Pakistani	  government	  has	  increased	  border	  security	  on	  certain	  stretches	  and	  locations	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	  and	  a	  strong	  government	  control	  of	  the	  border	  and	  the	  people	  crossing	   it.	   These	  main	   points	   can	   be	   exemplified	   by	   A3’s	   statements:	   	   “In	   the	   past	   the	  border	  had	  not	  affected	  us	  in	  any	  sense,	  neither	  security	  wise	  not	  connection	  wise.	  Because,	  we	   used	   to	   travel	   through	   Bannu,	   there	   were	   no	   checkposts,	   no	   police	   no	   guarding.	  However,	  now,	   things	  have	  changed,	  even	   the	   locals	   in	   these	  areas	  were	  destroyed,	   their	  sons	  were	   killed,	   their	   houses	  were	   destroyed,	   so	   of	   course	  we	   cannot	   travel.”	   (A3,	   3.a).	  Earlier	   in	   the	   interview	  when	   explaining	   the	   current	   situation	   he	   says,	   “[i]n	   the	   past	  we	  used	  to	  travel	  to	  Miramshah	  and	  there	  was	  no	  need	  for	  any	  passport,	  but	  currently,	  because	  of	  the	  military	  operations	  on	  the	  other	  side,	  we	  need	  to	  get	  passports	  and	  travel	  through	  a	  passport	  control	  check	  post.	  This	  has	  changed	  in	  the	  last	  one	  year	  or	  two.	  	  Therefore,	  we	  go	  through	   the	   Torkhem	   gate,	   with	   a	   valid	   visa	   and	   passport.”	   (A3,	   2.d).	   These	   statements	  indicates	   both	   the	   importance	   of	   which	   timeline	   is	   used	   and	   the	   geographical	   location	  which	  is	  discussed.	  	   
 However,	   as	   mentioned	   above,	   every	   perception	   and	   experience	   of	   border	   fixity	   is	  individual	  and	  depended	  on	  time	  and	  space.	  This	  perception	  and	  experience	  that	  A3	  has,	  is	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unique	  compared	  the	  any	  other	  of	  the	  interviewees.	  For	  example	  A1,	  when	  he	  answers	  to	  the	  question	  whether	  he	   faces	  any	  difficulties	  when	  visiting	  relatives	  on	  the	  other	  side	  of	  the	  border.	  He	  answers	   that	  only	   if	   the	  military	  catches	   them,	  however,	   there	   is	  not	  a	   lot	  security	  present	  on	  their	  route	  (A1,	  3.c).	  From	  this	  it	  can	  be	  derived	  that,	  while	  the	  border	  is	  currently	  very	  fixed,	  it	  also	  has	  aspects	  of	  unfixity.	  Some	  stretches	  of	  the	  border	  have	  a	  lot	  of	  visible	  security	  while	  others	  have	   less.	  However,	   in	  order	   to	   travel	   further	   into	   the	  Pakistani	   side	   (for	  business	  or	  health	  reasons),	   than	   just	  across	   the	  border,	  one	  needs	   to	  travel	  through	  an	  official	  checkpoint.	  This	  is	  also	  an	  indicator	  for	  the	  regulation	  of	  mobility	  point	  in	  multiperspectivalism. 
 Above	  being	  said,	  it	  is	  possible	  to	  derive	  some	  general	  tendencies	  and	  conclusions	  from	  the	  interviews	  in	  the	  dimension	  of	  un/fixity.	  First	  of,	  the	  importance	  of	  time	  and	  space	  for	  the	  perception	  and	  experience	  seems	  clear.	  Over	  the	  last	  couple	  of	  years,	  the	  overall	  degree	  of	  fixity	  has	   increased.	  However,	   it	   is	  not	  evenly	  distributed	  over	  the	  entirety	  of	   the	  Durand	  Line.	  Some	  locations	  appear	  to	  have	  increased	  massively	  in	  its	  degree	  of	  fixity,	  while	  other	  locations	  has	  not	  changed	  by	  a	  lot.	  The	  impact	  this	  have	  on	  the	  local	  population	  is	  will	  be	  elaborated	  upon	  in	  the	  next	  section. 
 
Connectivity This	   last	   section	   explores	   the	   degree	   of	   connectivity	   around	   the	   Durand	   Line.	   Of	   key	  interest	   is	   issues	   like	  how	   the	  Durand	  Line	   can	  be	   seen	  as	   a	  port	  of	   connection	  between	  Afghanistan	  and	  Pakistan	  -­‐	  or	  vice	  versa.	  Changes	  in	  accessibility	  across	  the	  border	  in	  order	  to	  maintain	  and	  develop	  networks	  is	  of	   interest	  here.	   	  Furthermore,	  how	  the	  connectivity	  impacts	  the	  identity	  of	  people	  living	  on	  the	  border	  will	  also	  be	  investigated. 
 On	  the	  one	  hand,	  it	  becomes	  evident	  when	  exploring	  the	  interviews,	  that	  there	  seems	  to	  be	  coherence	   between	   the	   interviewees	   in	   interpreting	   the	   Durand	   Line	   as	   a	   border	   that	  
disconnect,	   rather	   than	   connects.	  On	   the	  other	  hand,	   there	   also	   seems	   to	   exist	   coherence	  between	  a	  majority	  of	  the	  interviewees	  that	  Pashtun	  ethnicity	  connects	  the	  people	  on	  both	  sides	  of	  the	  border.	  These	  two	  views	  can	  at	  first	  be	  perceived	  as	  contradicting	  -­‐	  however,	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they	  are	  not	  mutually	  exclusive	  and	  a	  closer	  look	  reveals	  a	  difference	  in	  nature	  between	  the	  two. The	  ‘connecting	  factor’	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	  experienced	  by	  the	  interviewees	  is	  closely	  linked	  to	   sense	   of	   belonging.	   This	   sense	   of	   belonging	   to	   a	   Pashtun	   entity	   transcends	   the	  ‘disconnecting	   factor’	  of	   the	  Durand	  Line	   -­‐	  namely,	   the	  actual	   fixed	  borderline	   -­‐	  and	  have	  already	  been	  explored	  further	  above.	  The	  statement	  of	  A1	  spells	  out	  this	  connecting	  factor,	  “[w]e	  are	  one	  tribe	  and	  one	  Pashtana	  [Pashtun].	  Everyone	  there	  [referring	  to	  the	  Pakistani	  side]	  are	  Pashtuns	  and	  they	  are	  all	  Afghans”	  (A1,	  2.a).	  	   Another	  connecting	  factor	  of	  the	  Durand	  line,	  which	  have	  not	  been	  touched	  upon	  above,	  is	  the	  connectivity	  of	   the	  border	  experienced	  by	  A3	  and	  A5.	  Both	  are	  using	   the	  border	  as	  a	  place	  of	  business,	  a	  place	  from	  where	  to	  import	  Pakistani	  goods	  into	  Afghanistan	  (A3,	  2.b;	  A5,	   2.b)	   -­‐	   the	   border	   thus	   become	   a	   point	   of	   connection	   and	   interaction	   between	  Afghanistan	  and	  Pakistan.	  A5	  describes	  the	  Durand	  Line	  as	  “[a]	  line	  that	  tells	  me	  where	  is	  my	  country	  and	  where	  is	  the	  country	  I	  go	  for	  trade.”	  (A5,	  4.d).	  Only	  the	  two	  interviewees	  involved	  in	  import	  business	  of	  Pakistani	  goods	  have	  an	  experience	  of	  this	  particular	  sense	  of	  connectivity,	  which	  indicates	  that	  it	  is	  demarcated	  to	  people	  in	  that	  particular	  vocation. 
 An	   experience	   of	   a	   highly	   fixed	   Durand	   Line	   serves	   to	   disconnect	   people	   from	   several	  aspect	  of	  their	  life	  and	  can	  be	  seen	  at	  different	  levels	  in	  the	  interviews. One	  level	   the	  Durand	  Line	  disconnects	  the	  people	  on	  the	  border	   is	   indicated	  by	  A1.	  “This	  has	  definitely	  affected	  us,	  because	  we	  Pashtuns	  never	  accept	  a	  divide	  amongst	  us.	  We	  will	  never	  accept	  a	  divide	  of	  the	  tribe,	  never	  ever.	  This	  line	  has	  been	  forced	  on	  us	  from	  the	  other	  side	  [referring	  to	  the	  Punjabis	  and	  Pakistani	  government].	  This	  problem	  exists,	  the	  problem	  that	  this	  line	  divides	  us.	  This	  line	  has	  created	  a	  definite	  problem	  for	  the	  Pashtun”	  (A1,	  3.a).	  According	  to	  A1,	   the	  Durand	  Line	  physically	  disconnects	   the	  Pashtuns	  as	  an	  ethnic	  group	  from	  each	  other.	  The	  Durand	  Line	  cuts	  across	  the	  area	  in	  which	  the	  Pashtuns	  reside.	  This	  claim	   is	   further	   supported	   by	  Mishra	   (2008),	  who	   states	   that	   “[t]he	   extreme	   example	   of	  arbitrariness	   was	   the	   Durand	   line	   which	   cut	   Pushtun	   [Pashto]	   speaking	   Pathans	   with	  shared	  adherence	  to	  Islam	  into	  two.”	  (Mishra	  2008:	  110). However,	  only	  when	  and	  where	  a	  high	  level	  of	  fixity	  of	  the	  border	  exists,	  the	  Durand	  Line	  can	   be	   argued	   to	   disconnect.	   Furthermore,	   the	   disconnectivity	   -­‐	   or	   restriction	   on	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connectivity	   -­‐	   the	  border	   imposes	  on	   the	  Pashtuns	  does	  not	   inevitably	  affect	   the	  Pashtun	  sense	   of	   belonging.	   A	   strong	   sense	   of	   belonging	   can	   exist	   (and	   from	   the	   interviewees	   it	  seems	  like	  it	  does	  exist)	  despite	  physical	  disconnectivity.	  	  	  	  	  	  	   
 A	  further	  level,	  indicated	  by	  A2,	  where	  the	  disconnectivity	  of	  Durand	  Line	  is	  evident,	  is	  in	  the	  sense	   the	  Durand	  Line	  disables	  relatives	  and	   friends	   to	   interact.	  A2	  states	   that,	   “[w]e	  have	  a	   lot	  of	   relatives	  on	   the	  other	   side,	  we	  used	   to	  visit	   them	  before,	  but	  now	  we	  can’t.	  These	   security	   measures	   have	   been	   put	   in	   the	   last	   two	   years	   and	   one	   and	   half	   years.	  Sometimes,	  they	  don’t	  even	  allow	  us	  with	  a	  passport”	  (A2,	  2.f).	  A1,	  however,	  seems	  to	  have	  a	  different	  experience	  of	   this.	  He	  claims,	   “...of	  course,	  we	  travel.	  Sometimes	  we	  go	  to	  visit	  our	  relatives,	  sometimes	  when	  the	  need	  rises,	   for	   instance,	   if	  we	  are	  sick	  or	  want	   to	  visit	  relatives,	  we	  travel	  to	  Pakistan.	  There	  are	  no	  obstacles	  in	  commuting	  between	  us”	  (A1,	  2.a).	  A	  aspect	  to	  keep	  in	  mind,	  however,	  is	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  level	  of	  fixity	  of	  the	  border	  in	  the	  area	  where	  A1	  lives	  seems,	  from	  the	  interview,	  to	  be	  less	  than	  in	  Jaji	  Maidan	  district	  where	  A2	  lives	   (A2,	   5.a).	   Furthermore,	   A1	   says,	   “[t]here	   are	   not	   a	   lot	   of	   security	   measures	   in	   the	  mountains.	  [...]	  We	  mostly	  go	  through	  the	  mountain	  routes…”	  (A1,	  2.d),	  which	  likewise	  can	  serve	  to	  explain	  the	  greater	  ease	  for	  A1	  to	  cross	  the	  border.	  	  	  	   
 A	  third	  level	  where	  the	  Durand	  Line	  disconnects	  is	  pointed	  out	  by	  A2	  -­‐	  namely,	  in	  the	  sense	  where	  the	  border	  deprives	  A2	  to	  follow	  his	  traditional	  nomadic	  way	  of	  living	  (A2,	  1.b).	  The	  Durand	  Line	  thus	  disconnect	  some	  people	  from	  their	  traditional	  way	  of	  living.	  A2,	  however,	  is	  the	  only	  interviewee	  to	  point	  out	  such	  a	  disconnection. 
 In	  sum,	  the	  Durand	  Line	  can	  be	  seen	  as	  both	  a	  connecting	  factor	  and	  a	  disconnecting	  factor.	  It	  is	  evident	  that	  for	  the	  businesses,	  the	  border	  connects	  markets,	  suppliers,	  and	  customers.	  However,	  while	  it	  has	  a	  high	  connectivity	  for	  the	  businesses,	  it	  is	  also	  evident	  that,	  for	  the	  local	   population	   it	   is	   the	   contrary,	   a	   disconnecting	   factor.	   The	   Durand	   Line	   has	   cut	   the	  connection	   between	   family	  members,	   and	   for	   the	   people	   on	   the	   Afghan	   side,	   it	   has	   also	  limited	  access	  to	  medical	  treatment. 
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Borders as a ‘tool to rule’ When	   analysing	   the	   interviews	   in	   the	   light	   of	   Rumford’s	   (2014)	   cosmopolitan	   border	  framework	   ,	   a	   striking	   aspect	   of	   almost	   all	   the	   interviews	   seems	   to	   have	   ‘slipped’	   the	  attention	  of	  the	  four	  dimensions	  -­‐	  namely,	  how	  the	  border	  was	  perceived	  as	  a	  tool	  to	  rule	  over	  the	  Pashtuns. All	  interviewees,	  except	  A5,	  argue	  in	  one	  way	  or	  the	  other,	  that	  the	  Durand	  Line	  has	  been	  imposed	  on	  the	  Pashtuns	  by	  an	  external	  (colonial)	   forces,	   i.e.	   the	  British	  (A1,	  3.a;	  A2,	  4.c;	  A3,	  4.c;	  A4,	  4.c;	  P1,	  4.c;	  P2,	  4.a).	  The	  objective,	  as	  perceived	  by	  the	  interviewees,	  was	  to	  rule	  over	  the	  Pashtun	  and/or	  ensure	  dominion	  in	  the	  region.	  The	  most	  outspoken	  interviewee	  on	  this	  is	  A2,	  who	  claims:	  “The	  Durand	  Line	  is	  a	  line	  which	  was	  drawn	  by	  Durand,	  this	  was	  done	  in	  order	  to	  rule	  over	  us.	  They	  [referring	  to	  the	  British]	  said,	  if	  Pashtuns	  are	  united,	  we	  will	   never	   be	   able	   to	   rule	   over	   them.”	   (A2,	   4.c).	   However,	  more	   nuanced	   views	   are	   also	  found	   among	   the	   interviewees.	   For	   instance	   P2	   argues,	   that	   “[a]ctually	   it	   is	   very	   true	   in	  many	  senses	   that	   this	  border	   is	   a	  divide.	   In	   reality,	   the	   colonial	   legacy	   is	   still	   continuing,	  The	  main	   colonial	   legacy	   is	   divide	   and	   rule.	   First	   they	   came	   and	  made	   this	   line	   in	   1893,	  afterwards,	  they	  came	  and	  made	  internal	  divides	  amongst	  people...”	  (P2,	  4.c). 
 A5	   and	   A4	   stand	   out	   from	   the	   other	   interviewees	   as	   they	   explicitly	   mention	   that	   they	  perceive	  the	  border	  as	  a	  tool	  to	  rule	  over	  the	  Pashtuns.	  Rather,	   they	  depict	  the	  border	  as	  the	  conclusion	  of	  “an	  agreement”	  (A4,	  4.c;	  A5,	  4.c).	  A4,	  however,	  quickly	  adds	  that	  “people	  of	   the	   region	   were	   never	   asked	   and	   there	   had	   never	   been	   a	   referendum	   at	   the	   time	   to	  evaluate	  if	  people	  wanted	  to	  divided...”	  (A4,	  4.c),	  thus	  indicating	  that	  the	  Durand	  Line	  was	  something	  imposed	  on	  the	  Pashtuns	  by	  an	  external	  force.	  Consequently,	  only	  A5	  does	  not	  point	  to	  the	  Durand	  Line	  being	  imposed	  as	  a	  tool	  to	  rule	  over	  the	  Pashtuns.	  The	  root	  to	  this	  exception	  might	  be	  connected	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  A5	  as	  the	  interviewee	  is	  not	  ethnic	  Pashtun. A	  further	  aspect	  that	  has	  been	  evident	  from	  the	  interviews,	  is	  the	  occurrence	  that	  level	  of	  education	  seems	  to	  have	  implications	  for	  the	  perception	  of	  the	  border	  as	  a	  tool	  to	  rule	  the	  Pashtuns.	  The	  less	  educated	  interviewees	  (A1,	  A2,	  and	  A3)	  seem	  from	  their	  statements	  to	  be	  less	  nuanced	  in	  their	  perception	  of	  the	  border	  as	  a	  tool	  to	  rule,	  when	  compared	  to	  the	  more	  educated	  interviewees	  (A4,	  P1,	  and	  P2). 
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Based	  on	  the	  content	  of	  the	  seven	  interviews	  analysed	  here,	  we	  thus	  propose	  an	  addition	  of	  a	  further	  dimension	  of	  the	  cosmopolitan	  border	  framework	  that	  captures	  this	  perception	  -­‐	  or	  maybe	  rather,	  function	  -­‐	  of	  borders	  as	  a	  tool	  to	  rule.	  Nonetheless,	  it	  could	  be	  argued	  that	  the	   border	   as	   a	   tool	   to	   rule	   could	   be	   a	   distinct	   experience	   from	   the	   border	   and	   thus	  something	  the	  multiperspectivalism	  dimension	  would	  capture.	  However,	  the	  importance	  of	  this	  perception	  of	  the	  border	  as	  to	  tool	  to	  rule,	  have	  been	  very	  evident	  in	  the	  interviewees’	  experience	   and	   interpretation	   of	   the	   border	   -­‐	   to	   such	   an	   extent	   that	   an	   additional	  dimension	   of	   the	   cosmopolitan	   border	   framework	   capturing	   this	   would	   have	   been	   to	  prefer. 
 The	  following	  chapter	  will	  provide	  a	  conclusion	  to	  this	  chapter,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  conclusion	  to	  our	   project.	   We	   will	   refrain	   from	   providing	   a	   sub-­‐conclusion	   to	   this	   chapter,	   as	   the	  conclusion	  to	  this	  chapter	  needs	  to	  be	  drawn	  by	  taking	  other	  sections	  of	  the	  study	  into	  the	  consideration. 
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Chapter 6 - Conclusion 
 This	  final	  chapter	  will	  highlight	  the	  general	  conclusions	  that	  can	  be	  drawn	  from	  this	  study	  of	   investigating	   the	   complexity	   of	   borders	   with	   a	   case	   study	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line.	   First,	  conclusions	  on	   the	   initial	  part	  of	   the	  research	  question	  -­‐	  namely,	  how	  the	  Durand	  Line	   is	  perceived	   from	  both	   the	   interstate	   level	   as	  well	   as	   the	   local	   population	   level	   -­‐	   is	   drawn.	  Secondly,	  conclusions	  on	  the	   last	  part	  of	   the	  research	  question	  will	  be	  made	  -­‐	  concluding	  how	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	   two	  perceptions	  create	  conflict	   in	   the	   interpretation	  of	  the	   Durand	   Line	   by	   affecting	   legitimacy,	   justice	   and	   sense	   of	   belonging.	   Furthermore,	  possible	   further	   research	   agendas,	   which	   have	   arisen	   in	   the	   wake	   of	   this	   study	   will	   be	  introduced. 
Dual level perception of the Durand Line It	  has	  been	  argued	   throughout	   this	  study,	   that	  borders	  can	  be	  perceived	  and	  approached	  from	  different	  levels	  -­‐	  for	  instance,	  intra-­‐state	  level	  and	  local	  population	  level	  as	  have	  been	  the	   approach	   in	   this	   study.	   Figuratively,	   this	   has	   been	  described	   as	   either	   looking	  at	   the	  border	  (i.e.	  perceiving	  the	  border	  from	  the	  outside,	  or	  from	  the	  intra-­‐state	  level)	  or	  seeing	  
from	   the	   border	   (i.e.	   perceiving	   the	   border	   from	   the	   inside,	   or	   from	   the	   local	   population	  level).	   It	   has	   been	   evident	   that	   depending	   on	   the	   level	   of	   perception,	   the	  Durand	   Line	   is	  interpreted	  differently. 
 Perceiving	   the	  Durand	  Line	   from	  an	   interstate	   level	   -­‐	  or	   looking	  at	   the	  Durand	  Line	   -­‐	   the	  border	   is	  perceived	  as	   the	   international	  border	  separating	  Afghanistan	  and	  Pakistan.	  The	  Durand	   Line	   is	   thus	   a	   part	   of	   the	   borders	   that	   serve	   as	   	   “the	   physical	   representation	   of	  territoriality”	   (Holsti	   2004:	   110)	   for	   both	   Afghanistan	   and	   Pakistan.	   Borders	   perceived	  from	  the	  interstate	  level	  are	  nation-­‐state	  borders. As	  argued	  in	  chapter	  2,	  the	  coming	  into	  being	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	  is	  contested	  and	  several	  narratives	   -­‐	   or	   interpretations	   -­‐	   exist	   of	   the	   historical	   events,	   that	   in	   1893	   led	   to	   the	  demarcation	  of	  the	  border.	  However,	  the	  historical	  context	  of	  borders	  matters	  little	  when	  perceiving	   the	   Durand	   Line	   from	   an	   interstate	   level.	   From	   this	   level,	   protecting	   the	  sovereignty,	  security,	  and	  existence	  of	  the	  state	  -­‐	   i.e.	  upholding	  the	  status	  quo	   -­‐	   is	  of	  main	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importance,	  as	  this	  brings	  the	  vital	  stability	  and	  predictability	  to	  the	  international	  system	  of	   states	  which	   is	   needed	   to	   prosper.	   A	   key	   concept	   in	   this	   regard	   is	   thus	   the	   territorial	  integrity	   norm.	   According	   to	   Holsti,	   the	   norm	  was	   fully	   institutionalised	   by	   the	   Helsinki	  Final	  Act	  of	  1975,	  which	  “declared	  that	  ‘frontiers	  can	  [only]	  be	  changed...by	  peaceful	  means	  and	  by	  agreement,’	  that	  is,	  by	  consent”	  (2004:	  99).	  Since	  then,	  no	  borders	  have	  successfully	  been	  redefined	  as	  a	  consequence	  of	  war	  (ibid.:	  92).	  	   The	   Durand	   Line	   perceived	   from	   the	   interstate	   level	   is	   recognised	   by	   the	   international	  society	   as	   a	   legitimate	   international	   border	   between	   Afghanistan	   and	   Pakistan.	   The	  international	  society	  has	  no	  interest	  in	  a	  redefinition	  of	  this	  border,	  as	  this	  inevitably	  will	  bring	  along	  instability	  to	  the	  international	  system	  as	  well	  as	  the	  region.	  Redefinitions	  of	  the	  border	  -­‐	  if	  for	  instance	  in	  favour	  of	  the	  Pashtuns	  -­‐	  will	  have	  negative	  consequences	  for	  the	  international	   society	   as	   it	   might	   result	   in	   the	   loss	   of	   a	   strong	   and	   historical	   ally	   like	  Pakistan..	  Subsequently,	  Pakistan	  will	  peruse	  any	  means	  for	  its	  survival,	  which	  could	  result	  into	   armed	   conflicts	   in	   the	   area.	  However,	   if	   the	   border	   stays	   as	   it	   is,	   being	   in	   favour	   of	  Pakistan,	   the	   Pashtun	   division	   will	   continue	   to	   be	   hazardous	   both	   for	   Afghanistan	   and	  Pakistan. 
 Perceiving	   the	   Durand	   Line	   from	   the	   border	   -­‐	   the	   local	   population	   level	   -­‐	   depicts	   a	  significantly	   different	   border,	   compared	   to	   the	   legitimate	   international	   border	   presented	  above.	  This	  different	  border	  has	  been	  evident	  from	  the	  analysis	  of	  the	  interviews	  in	  chapter	  5. Borders	  perceived	  from	  the	  actual	  border(area),	  by	  the	  local	  people	  living	  at	  the	  border	  are,	  to	   use	  Rumford	   (2014)	   expression,	  more	   ‘messy’.	   This	   indicates	   borders	   not	   confined	   to	  being	   nation-­‐state	   borders	   alone,	  where	   the	   state	   is	   the	   uttermost	   important	   (and	   only)	  actor.	  Rather,	  borders	  are	  everywhere	  -­‐	  or	  potentially	  everywhere	  -­‐	  Rumford	  argues	  (2014:	  23).	  From	  the	  level	  of	  the	  local	  people	  at	  the	  border,	  the	  Durand	  Line	  thus	  encompasses	  a	  number	  of	  different	  functions,	  aspects	  and	  meanings	  -­‐	  each	  depended	  on	  the	  experience	  of	  the	  individual	  at	  the	  border.	  From	  the	  analysis	  in	  chapter	  5	  a	  few	  key	  functions,	  aspects	  and	  meanings	  can	  be	  drawn	  out. First	   of	   all,	   the	   border	   is	   largely	   perceived	   in	   negative	   terms.	   Very	   little	   positive	   is	   said	  about	  the	  Durand	  Line	  from	  the	  perspective	  of	  the	  people	  living	  on	  the	  border.	  The	  border	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is	  perceived	  to	  disconnect	  the	  Pashtuns	  from	  each	  other,	  as	  well	  as	  disconnecting	  relatives	  and	  friends.	  Furthermore,	  disconnectivity	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	  is	  evident	  as	  it	  deprives	  some	  local	  people	  the	  possibility	  of	  continuing	  the	  traditional	  nomadic	  lifestyle.	  The	  Durand	  Line	  perceived	  from	  the	  border	  is	  a	  disruptive	  restriction	  on	  mobility	  and	  everyday	  life	  imposed	  on	  the	  local	  (Pashtuns)	  by	  external	  forces	  in	  order	  to	  rule	  over	  them.	  Furthermore,	  it	  can	  be	  argued	  that	  seen	   from	  the	  Durand	  Line,	  another	  border	  given	  more	   importance	  -­‐	  namely,	  the	   invisible	   border	  which	  demarcates	  Pashtun	   identity	   and	   thus	   transcends	   the	  Durand	  Line.	  	  	  	  	   
 The	  border	  perceived	  and	  experienced	   from	  the	  border	  is	  consequently	  more	  messy	  than	  when	   perceived	   from	   above.	   It	   can	   thus	   be	   concluded	   that	   the	   two	   different	   levels	   from	  where	   to	  understand	   the	  Durand	  Line	  produces	   two	  very	  different	  and,	   in	  many	  regards,	  conflicting	  views	  of	  the	  border. 
 
Relationship between the two perceptions The	  conflicting	  views	  of	  what	  the	  Durand	  Line	  is	  understood	  to	  be,	  is	  furthermore	  evident	  when	   highlighting	   the	   two	   different	   levels’	   perception	   of	   the	   three	   analytical	   concepts	   -­‐	  legitimacy,	   justice/injustice,	  and	  sense	  of	  belonging.	  Conflicting	  perceptions	  seen	  through	  the	  three	  analytical	  concepts,	  further	  emphasise	  the	  conflict	  between	  the	  understanding	  of	  the	  border.	  	  	  	   
 The	   Durand	   Line	   is	   perceived	   as	   a	   legitimate	   international	   border	   by	   the	   international	  society	  -­‐	  arguably,	  with	  the	  possible	  exception	  of	  Afghanistan.	  The	  legitimacy	  of	  the	  border	  is	  grounded	   in	   international	  norms,	   such	  as	   the	   international	   integrity	  norm,	  and	  several	  international	   treaties.	   However,	   this	   stands	   in	   strong	   contrast	   to	   the	   perception	   of	   the	  border’s	   legitimacy	   seen	   from	   the	   local	   population	   living	   at	   the	   border.	   This	   aspect	   has	  been	  highly	  evident	  in	  a	  majority	  of	  the	  interviews	  by	  the	  strong	  and	  outspoken	  objection	  to	   the	   existence	   and	   location	   of	   the	   border.	   This	   perception	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line	   lacking	  legitimacy	  from	  the	  local	  level	  creates	  conflict	  (or	  at	  least	  a	  negative	  relationship)	  between	  the	  nation-­‐state(s),	  which	  uphold	  the	  border,	  and	  the	  local	  population	  that	  feel	  violated	  by	  it.	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 Moreover,	   with	   regards	   to	   the	   concept	   of	   justice,	   the	   two	   different	   levels	   again	   produce	  conflicting	   interpretations.	   From	   the	   interstate	   level	   justice	   is	   closely	   connected	   to	   the	  legitimacy	  of	  a	  border.	  As	  the	  Durand	  Line	  from	  this	  perspective	  is	  legitimate,	  grounded	  on	  internationally	  recognised	  and	  institutionalised	  norms	  and	  treaties,	  the	  border	  is	  also	  just.	  However,	   from	   the	   interviews	   it	   became	   evident	   that	   the	   local	   population	   living	   at	   the	  border	  do	  not	  perceive	  the	  border	  as	  just.	  Rather,	  it	  is	  something	  imposed	  on	  the	  Pashtuns	  by	  an	  external	  force	  against	  their	  will.	  The	  negative	  consequences	  of	  the	  border	  -­‐	  the	  ways	  in	   which	   it	   restricts	   and	   disconnects	   -­‐	   for	   the	   Pashtun,	   is	   creating	   a	   sense	   of	   injustice	  attached	   to	   the	  Durand	  Line.	   The	  border	   is	   furthermore,	   perceived	  unjust	   from	   the	   local	  people	  level	  as	  it	  affects	  the	  invisible	  border	  of	  Pashtun	  identity	  negatively. 
 Lastly,	  conflict	  exists	  between	  sense	  of	  belonging	  to	  the	  nation-­‐state	  (either	  Afghanistan	  or	  Pakistan)	  and	  sense	  of	  belonging	  to	  Pashtun	  identity.	  However,	  identity	  is	  not	  a	  zero-­‐sum	  game,	  and	  the	  individual	  at	  the	  border	  can	  be	  both	  Pashtun	  and	  Pakistani/Afghan.	  Yet,	  the	  conflict	  between	  the	  perceptions	  occur	  when	  one	  identity	  -­‐	  or	  sense	  of	  belonging	  -­‐	  claims	  exclusiveness	  to	  defining	  the	  individual’s	  identity	  and	  sense	  of	  belonging.	  A	  high	  degree	  of	  fixity	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line	   and	   strong	   disconnectivity	   can	   be	   interpreted	   as	   a	   means	   to	  exclude	  -­‐	  or	  dampen	  and	  suppress	  -­‐	  Pashtun	  identity	  and	  sense	  of	  belonging.	  Consequently,	  a	  conflict	  in	  sense	  of	  belonging	  exists.	  	  	  	  	   
 In	  sum,	  it	  can	  be	  concluded	  that	  against	  the	  backdrop	  of	  this	  study’s	  analysis	  of	  the	  seven	  interviews	  and	  selected	  secondary	  literature,	  the	  initial	  hypothesis	  of	  this	  study	  cannot	  be	  rejected.	   It	   has	   been	   evident	   that	   the	   difference	   -­‐	   or	   lack	   of	   coherence	   -­‐	   between	   the	  interstate	  level	  and	  the	  local	  population	  level	  have	  created	  conflict	  by	  affecting	  legitimacy,	  justice	  and	  sense	  of	  belonging. The	  consequences	  of	  this	  conflict	  have	  not	  been	  investigated	  further	  in	  this	  study	  since	  that	  would	   have	   been	   outside	   the	   intended	   scope	   of	   this	   project	   initiated	   by	   the	   research	  question. 
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Possible further research agendas Throughout	  this	  study	  several	  additional	  research	  agendas,	  that	  have	  not	  been	  possible	  to	  follow	  up	  here,	  have	  revealed	  themselves. First,	   the	   consequences	   of	   the	   conflict	   created	   by	   the	   different	   levels’	   perception	   of	   the	  border	   have	   revealed	   itself	   as	   an	   important	   further	   aspect	   to	   research.	   This	   agenda	   is	  important	   in	   order	   to	   understand	   current	   conflicts	   in	   the	   area	   and	   for	   policy	  makers	   to	  adopt	  the	  right	  policies. Second,	  in-­‐depth	  studies	  of	  each	  of	  the	  four	  dimensions	  of	  Rumford’s	  (2014)	  cosmopolitan	  border	  framework	  would	  be	  interesting	  as	  further	  research	  agendas.	  Each	  dimension	  could	  add	   to	  a	  greater	  understanding	  of	   the	  Durand	  Line.	  Of	  particular	   interest	   could	  be	  an	   in-­‐depth	   study	   of	   the	   connectivity	   of	   the	   Durand	   Line	  with	   a	   special	   focus	   on	  whether	   the	  border	  in	  reality	  strengthen	  the	  sense	  of	  Pashtun	  identity	  along	  the	  border.	  In	  other	  words,	  i.e.	   does	   the	   divide	   of	   the	   Pashtuns	   by	   the	   Durand	   Line	   actually	   raise	   an	   attention	   and	  awareness	   of	   being	   Pashtun,	   so	   it	   consequently	   creates	   a	   stronger	   sense	   of	   belonging	   to	  Pashtun	  ethnicity? Third,	   the	   shortcoming	   of	   the	   cosmopolitan	   border	   framework	   to	   grasp	   the	   border’s	  function	  as	  a	  ‘tool	  to	  rule’	  is	  also	  a	  possible	  research	  agenda	  that	  have	  shown	  itself	  of	  great	  importance.	  The	  perception	  of	   the	  border	  as	  a	   tool	   to	   rule	  over	   the	  Pashtuns	  was	   strong	  and	  evident	  among	  the	  local	  interviewees	  and	  a	  greater	  understanding	  of	  the	  Durand	  Line	  as	  a	  tool	  to	  rule	  would	  be	  of	  great	  relevance	  to	  the	  understandings	  of	  what	  the	  Durand	  Line	  is.	  	   Fourth	   and	   lastly,	   a	   research	   agenda	   concerning	   globalisation	   and	   borders	   could	   be	   of	  relevance	   too.	  As	   some	  argue,	  we	   live	   in	  a	  more	  and	  more	  borderless	  world	   -­‐	  but	  do	  we	  really?	   Looking	   at	   the	   new	   studies	   relating	   to	   borders,	   it	   is	   evident	   that	   borders	   are	  becoming	  more	  complicated.	  It	  would	  be	  of	  great	  relevance	  and	  importance	  to	  look	  into	  the	  borders	   from	   a	   globalisation	   perspective	   and	   understand	   whether	   borders	   are	  disappearing	  or	  taking	  new	  forms.	  Moreover,	  what	  are	  the	  consequences	  of	  these	  changes	  from	  a	  global	  perspective. 
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